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" FOR THE INSTALLATION AND OPERATION OF
REMOTE VIDEO SURVEILLANCE SYSTEMS IN THE CENTRAL REGION OF
THE IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

PROJECT HISTORY: The former Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) has the
responsibility to regulate and control immigration into the United States, The INS has four major
araas of responsibility: (1) facilitate entry of persons legally admissible to thie United States, (2)
grant benefits under the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) of 1952 including assistance to
persons seeking permanent resident starus or naturalization, (3) prevent unlawful extry,
employment or recsipt of bensfits, and (4) apprehend or remove aliens who enter or rematn
illegally in the United States. In regards to the latter responsibility, the U.S. Congress in 1924
created the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) to be the law enforcement arm of the INS.

The INS bas divided the U.S. into three separate Regions: Westem, Central, and Eastem.
This Programmatic Environmental Assessment (FEA) focuses on the Westemn Region. This.
Region is corsposed of seven USBP Sectors that are responsible for approximately 917-miles of
the U.S./Canadian border and 1,367-miles of the U.§./Mexico border, most of which are remote
and rugged terrain. Detecting and apprehending illegal activities over such a vast arcais a
daunting task. Undocumented Aliens (UDAs) and/or smugglers use many areas of the border,
both urban and rural, to gain access to the U.S. Numerous tactics are employed to detect illegal

entrants including remote sensing techmiques that enhance the visual observations by USBP

agents assigned to observation points. Conventional enforcement activities such as observation
points and lighting are limited by the number of USBF agents and cannot operate on a 24-hour,
365-day basis. Therefore, the USBP has the need for a non-intrusive method for monitoring vast
areas with limited resources (i.¢., 4 force multiplier). Remote Video Survejliance (RVS) systems
are & passive surveillance system that provides 4 partial solution to this problem while
simultaneously limiting the potential impact to environmental resources.

This PEA addresses an abbreviated process of evaluating and assessing the actal and
potential effects, beneficial or adverse, of the installation and operation of RVS systems
(oogoing and proposed) by INS/USBP within the USBP Sectors of INS's Central Region. The
installation of additional RVS gystems i being proposed by INS in an ¢ffort to enhance the
USBP’s capability 10 gain, maintain and extend control of the U.S./Canadian and U.S./Mexico
‘borders. This document describes the broad impacts of these actions; however, site-specific
surveys and evaluations and tiered National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents. will
be completed once locations for RVS system installations arc identified if determined to be
necessary by the Regional Environmental Officer. The results of the site-specific surveys,
evaluations, and ticred NEPA documents will discuss cultural resources, biological resources,
and othex issues in greater detail than this PEA. This PEA will describe the cumularive effect of
the proposed action in conjunction with other on- Roing and proposed projects.
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PURPOSE AND NEED: The primary purpose of the proposed action is to provide for the
evaluation and assessment of the installstion and operation of RVS systems in the INS Central
Region. The objective is to enhance the USBP's ahility to detest illegal activity along the U.5.
borders by providing them with an all-wenther, 24-hour surveillance system.

The operational effectiveness of the USBP will be greatly enhanced by increasing their
surveillance capability once RVS systems are installed. RVS systems would allow the USBP to
more effectively control a larger area (a force multiplier), improve response time, enhance the
safety of USBP agents, and reduce the risks faced by UDAS attempting to illegally ener the U.S.
RVS systems will also provide for a more compact enforcement arca to patrol, allowing for a
greater agent presence (i.e., dsterrence) in high traffic areas, With the installation of the RVS
systems, it i8 alsp believed that the risk and danger to human lives and namber of attempted illegal
entries would be sharply reduced through the deterrent effect such technology and enforcement
flexibility would have.

" The need for the proposed RVS systems is based upon increased border activity and the
limited workforce available to the USBP. The U.S. experiences a substantial influx of UDAS and
drugs each year. These illegal activitics cost the American citizens billions of dollars annually
due directly to criminal activities, as well as the cost of apprehension, detention and incarceration
of criminals; and, indirectly in loss of property, illegal participation in government programs and
increased insurance costs.

Since the September 11, 2001 terrotist attack on the United States, the INS and USBP
have been identified as playing a key role in combating the threat of terrorism. This increased role
requires more vigilance at the Pores-Of-Entry (POE) and along the eatire length of the U.S.
borders. The ability of the USBP to insure the integrity and security of our borders will be an
essential part of the effort to fight and ultimately prevent terrorism. The forward deployment of
technology in RVS systems will enhance the USBP’s capabilitics in the campaign to stop tesrarist
acts that threaten the country’s national security.

The constant flow of UDAs passing through the barder areas also threatens public
lands, historical structures, and endangered species. Dealing with the detrimental effects of UDAs
is becoming au ever-increasing burden on Federal and state land managers, private landowners, as
well as the USBP. UDAs have trampled vegetation including protected species and their habitat,
left litter, and abandoned vehicles throughout the entire border region.

Furthermore, many UDAs attampt to enter the U.S. through harsh environments and
dangerous conditions. Many arcas of the horder are vast, undeveloped areas, which represent a
danger to the UDAS from their exposure to the elements. oo
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Detection of UDASs, before they gain access to these harsh envifonmems will reduce the aumber
of injuries and help to prevent loss of life.

PROPOSED ACTION: The proposed action consists of the expanded use of RVS systems in
the Central Regian of INS by the USBP. At the present time, the proposed action includes the
installation of up to 1,556 additional RVS systems in the Central Region over the next 10 years.
This number is a planning level analysis. The actual number of RVS systems required will vary
depending upon enforcement strategies and their function will continually be evaluated on a site-
SPecific basis. The process and guidelines by which the propossd RV'S systems would be
installed is identified in this document. In addition, the Proposed Action would include the
operation and maintenance of all existing and proposed RVS systems. Impacts from electrical
supply (i.e., overhead utility lines, underground utility lines), lighting or sounds systems, access
roads, and relay towers are not addressed in this PEA. The impacts of these actions would
require separate NEPA compliance.

This PEA provides & project énvironmental review checklist by which the appropriate
Regional Environmental Officer can review the project. Upon approval, a Finding of No
Significant Impact can be forwarded to Headquarters INS for staffing and approval. This PEA
also provides a process by which an abbreviated EA can be prepared to cover the installation of
RVS systems that have, in the majority of cases, not demonstrated any need for further
environmental impact analysis. This PEA also provides for the management of environmental
issues whenever they are encountered,

ALTERNATIVES: Alternatives carried forward for analysis in the PEA include the No Action
and the Proposed Action described above. The No Action would not satisfy the need for all
weather, 24-hour surveillance systems. Under the No Action Alternative, the USBP would
centinue its current enforcement operations with limited use of available technology. Ilcgal
entrants would be less likely to be detected and apprehended. USBP agents and illegal eatrants
would continue to be exposed to potentially dangerous situations. The number of LJSBP agents
and adverse weather conditions under the No Actian Alternative would limit continuaus
surveillance of the border. The No Action Alternative would allow the contimied degradation of
the border environment that results from illegal foot and vehicle trafiic. Without the proposed
action, increases in this wraffic would result in additional impacts to the physical, biological, and
sacioeconomic resources along the borders,

The proposed action would significantly reduce the illegal vehicle and foot traffic along
the borders thereby protecting physical and biological resources as well as having indirect
beuefits to socioeconomic resources through 2 reduction in crime aod associated social costs.
The forward deployment of RVS systems would gid the USBP in apprehending UDAS and drug
smugglers while providing deterrence to these illegal activities. The proposed action would

enhance the capability of the USHP to detect illegal activities at the border regions,
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resulting in a reduced enforcemeqt footpriat. Other alternatives considered but eliminated from
further evaluation included an increased workforce alternative and an increased aerial
recannaissance/operations alternative. ’

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: The proposed action would significantly reduce
the illegal vehicle and foot traffic along the borders thereby protecting physical and biological
resources as 'well ps having indirect benefits to socioeconomic resources through a redustion in
crime and associated social costs. The forward deployment of RVS systems would aid the USBP
in apprehending UDAs and drug smugglers while providing deterrence to these illegal activities.
The proposed action would enhance the capability of the USBP to detect illegal activities
resulting in a reduced enforcement footprint. The effects of the proposed action include the loss
of up to 89.3 acres of soils, vegetation, and wildlife habitat and their potential impacts to other
resources. It is envisioned that many of the proposed RVS systems would be installed in
previously disturbed areas, greatly reducing these impacts. ~

ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES: Environmental design measures for the
proposed action will be mansged by the USBP Sector Chiefs and will be provided by their RVS
contractor in the design and build phases. These design measures include:

1. Potential sites for installation of RYS systems will be chosen using those site
selection criteria set forth in this document to minimize or avoid impacts to biological
and culural resources. ‘

2. The project environmental review checklist, as outlined in this document, would be
co:;‘phleted to identify all potential impacts to resources from proposed RVS
installations. '

3. Consultation with the Natural Resonrce Conservation Service (NRCS) including the
preparation of a farmland coaversiori impact rating forms, when necessary, would be
completed to assees potential impacts to soils,

4. Best Management Practices employed by INS/USBP contractors would reduce the
impects of non-point source polhition during construction activities.

5. 1f jurisdictional wetlands are located within the region of impact and are unavoidable,
early coordination with the applicable U.S. Army Corps of Engineers district,
Environmental Protection Agency, the county NRCS, and other appropriate agencies
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* would be completed prior to the initiation of the construction activities. Applicable

Section 404 permit procedures would be completed prior to any work in these areas.
When identified, wetlands would be flagged, and silt fences and hay bales placed
around the wetland to eliminate or substantially reduce any unnecessary impacts to
the wetland areas. :

. The proposed RVS systems would also comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
- and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service guidelines for reducing fatal bird strikes on

compmunication towers,

. Prior tp any ground disturbing activity, consultation will be initiated with the State

Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO) and/or Tribal Historic Preservation Officers
{THPO). Site records checks and archaeological surveys will be conducted at each
site in order to determine if there are any cultural resources that wil be impacted
during construction, If significant cultural resources are discovered within the area to
be impacted, the appropriate mitigation measures would be implemented to minimize
the impacts to those resources. These mitigation measures would be developed in -
consultation with the appropriate SHPO dnd/or THPO along with other interested
parties. The preferred mitigation measure would be avoidance if possible.

In areas where the RVS equipment would be mounted on buildings, the building to .
be impacted would need to be svaluated for historic significance if it is 50 years old
or older o a Cold War Era building. If the building is found 10 be historically, or
architecturally significant and eligible for listing in the NRHP then appropriate
mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with the appropriate SHPO
and/or THPO along with other interested parties. The preferred mitigation measure
would be avoidance if possible. '

All sites would be assessed for visual impacts to any cultural resources within
eyesight of the new construction and/or equipment. If there is a potential for
significant visual impacts to cultural resources, particularly structures and/or historic
districts, then a view shed analysis would be appropriate in order to determine the
extent of the visual impacts if any,

Through all levels of the Section 106 and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process, consultation would be conducted with the appropriate Federally recognized
tribes that claim a cultural affinity to the impacted arca, These consultations could
take the form of formal consultation letters, reviews of the NEPA documents, and
reviews of the cultural resources survey reports for the appropriate projects.

Ho12
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FINDING: Based upon the results of the PEA and the environmental design measures to e
incorporated as part of the Proposed Action, it has been conchuded that the Proposed Action
would got have a sigaificant adverse cffect on the environment. Therefore, no further
environmental impact analysis is warranted for the implementation of this abbreviated approach
to providing Environmental Analyses of the RVS system.
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PROPOSED
ACTION:

PURPOSE AND
NEED FOR THE
PROPOSED
ACTION:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ﬁ

The proposed action} consists of the expanded use of Remote
Video Surveillance (RVS) systems in the Central Region of the
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) by the U.S. Border
Patrol (USBP). |

This Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) analyzes
the potential for significant adverse or beneficial impacts of the
proposed action.

At the present time, tpe proposed action includes the installation
of up to 1,556 additional RVS systems in the Central Region over
the next 10 years. This number is a planning level analysis. The
actual number of RVS systems required will vary depending upon
enforcement strategies and their function will continually be
evaluated on a site-specific basis. The process and guidelines by
which the proposed RVS systems would be installed will be
identified in this dogument. In addition, the Proposed Action
would include the completion of RVS systems currently in the
process of being installed and the operation and maintenance of
all existing and propo?ed RVS systems.

This document describes the impacts of the proposed action;
however, site-specific| surveys and evaluations and tiered NEPA
documents will be completed once locations for RVS system
installation are identified. The results of the site-specific surveys,
evaluations, and tiered NEPA documents will discuss impacted
resources and other issues in greater detail than this PEA. This
PEA will describe the cumulative effects of the proposed action in
conjunction with other on-going and proposed projects.

The purpose of the proposed action is to enhance the USBP’s
ability to detect illegal | activity along the U.S. borders by providing
them with an all-weather, 24-hour surveillance system. The
proposed RVS systems would greatly enhance the operational
effectiveness of thel USBP by increasing their surveillance
capability thereby allowing them to more effectively control a
larger area. The proposed RVS systems would also assist the
USBP in apprehendh?g illegal entrants and ultimately provide a
deterrence factor to illfgal entries.

The USBP has a need for the proposed RVS systems in order to
prevent terrorism and reduce the number of illegal immigrants
and drug trafficking al‘fng the borders. The forward deployment of
technology in RVS systems would enhance the USBP’s
capabilities in the campaign to stop terroristic acts that threaten
the country’s nationaw security as the INS and USBP have been
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ENVIRONMENTAL
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CONCLUSIONS:

identified as a key line of defense in combating the threat of
terrorism.

The need for the proposed RVS systems has been established
based upon increased border activity, the limited manpower

available to
systems in
substantial

secure the borders, and the effectiveness of RVS
the detection process. The U.S. experiences a
nflux of illegal immigrants and drugs each year. Both

of these illegal activities cost the American citizens billions of
dollars annually due directly to criminal activities, as well as the

cost of app
and, indire
government

rehension, detention and incarceration of criminals;
ctly in loss of property, illegal participation in
programs and increased insurance costs. The USBP

also has a need to improve response time and secure the safety
of UDAs attempting to illegally enter the U.S. and the USBP
agents who attempt to apprehend them.

The proposed action addresses the expanded use of RVS
systems in the Central Region of INS. The National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) also requires that the “No
Action” Alternative be analyzed in all NEPA documents. Several

alternatives
do not meet

No signific
environmen
action. Sign
specific bas
tiered from

Based upo
environmen
proposed a
the environr

were also considered but eliminated because they
the purpose and need of the project.

ant adverse effects to the natural or human
t are expected upon implementation of the proposed
ificant adverse impacts will be addressed on a site-
is and be analyzed in subsequent NEPA documents
this PEA.

n the results of the PEA and given the identified
tal design measures, it has been concluded that the
ction would not have a significant adverse impact on
ment.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
L e

0
R
The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) has the responsibility to regulate and
control immigration into the United States. The INS has four major areas of
responsibility: (1) facilitate entry of persons legally admissible to the United States, (2)
d Nationality Act (INA) of 1952 including

resident status or naturalization, (3) prevent

grant benefits under the Immigration anc
assistance to persons seeking permaneht I
unlawful entry, employment or receipt of benefits, and (4) apprehend or remove aliens
who enter or remain illegally in the United States. In regards to the latter responsibility,
the U.S. Congress in 1924 created the U.S. Border Patrol (USBP) to be the law
enforcement arm of the INS. The USBP has since become the leading Federal
enforcement agency in the apprehensions of Undocumented Aliens (UDAs) and
smugglers.

INS has divided the U.S. into three separate regions: Western Region, Central Region,

and Eastern Region (Figure 1-1). The su
Assessment (PEA) will focus on the Central
composed of seven USBP Sectors which ar
the U.S./Canadian border and 1,367 miles o
remote and rugged terrain (Figures 1-2). D
over such a vast area creates a somewhat
many areas of the border, both urban and
Numerous tactics are employed to detect
techniques as well as visual observations
points. Conventional enforcement activities
limited by manpower and cannot operate on
effectively monitor the entire border region. T
intrusive method for monitoring vast areas w
Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) systems

while simultaneously limiting the potential im

This PEA addresses the actual and pote

installation and operation of RVS systems (¢
the USBP Sectors of INS' Central Reg

bject of this Programmatic Environmental
Region of INS. The Central Region of INS is

e responsible for approximately 917 miles of

f the U.S./Mexico border, most of which are
etecting and apprehending illegal activities
daunting task. UDAs and/or smugglers use
rural, to gain access to the United States.
illegal entrants including remote sensing
by USBP agents assigned to observation
such as observation points and lighting are
a 24 hour a day, 365 day a year basis and
"herefore, the USBP has the need for a non-
jith limited resources (i.e. a force multiplier).
provide a partial solution to this problem

pact to environmental resources.

ntial effects, beneficial or adverse, of the
bngoing and proposed) by INS/USBP within
jion. The installation of additional RVS
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systems is being proposed by INS in an effort to enhance the USBP’s capability to gain,
maintain and extend control of the U.S./Canadian and U.S./Mexico borders. This
document describes the impact of these actions; however, site-specific surveys and
evaluations and tiered NEPA documents will be completed once locations for RVS
system installations are identified. The results of the site-specific surveys, evaluations,
and tiered NEPA documents will discuss cultural resources, biological resources, and
other issues in greater detail than this PEA. This PEA will describe the cumulative effect
of the proposed action in conjunction with other on going and proposed projects. This
PEA was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969, the President’'s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for the
Implementation of NEPA as well as the INS’ Procedures for Implementing NEPA, 28
CFR Part 61, Appendix C.

1.1 U.S. Border Patrol Mission and Authority

The mission of the USBP is to protect the international borders through the detection
and prevention of smuggling and illegal entry of UDAs into the United States. The
mission includes the enforcement of the INA and the performance of a uniformed,

Federal law enforcement agency with authority delegated by the U.S. Attorney General.

The primary sources of authority granted to officers of the INS are the INA, found in Title
8 of the United States Code (8 U.S.C.), and other statutes relating to the immigration
and naturalization of aliens. Secondary sources of authority are administrative
regulations implementing those statutes, primarily those found in Title 8 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (8 C.F.R. Section 287), judicial decisions, and administrative
decisions of the Board of Immigration Appeals. Subject to constitutional limitations, INS
officers may exercise the authority granted to them in the INA. The statutory provisions
related to enforcement authority are found in Sections 287(a), 287(b), 287(c), and 287(e)
[8 U.S.C. § 1357(a,b,c,e)]; Section 235(a) (8 U.S.C. § 1225); Sections 274(b) and 274(c)
[8 U.S.C. § 1324(b,c)]; Section 274A (8 U.S.C. § 1324a); and Section 274C(8 U.S.C. §
1324c) of the INA.

Other statutory sources of authority are Title 18 of the United States Code (18 U.S.C.),
which has several provisions that specifically relate to enforcement of the immigration

and nationality laws; Title 19 [19 U.S.C. 1401 § (i)], relating to Customs cross-
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designation of INS officers; and Title 21(21 U.S.C. § 878), relating to Drug Enforcement
Agency (DEA) cross-designation of INS officers.

1.2  History and Background ‘

The United States Congress passed the Immigration Act of 1891, the Nation’s first
comprehensive immigration law, which created the Bureau of Immigration within the
Treasury Department and placed the Commissioner of Immigration in the Port of New
York in response to concerns of rising numbers of undocumented migrants. The Bureau
of Immigration was transferred to the Department of Commerce in 1903. Subsequent
legislation (i.e., Immigration Act of 1924) requiring more stringent requirements to enter
the United States, along with World War | and the Great Depression, caused immigration

rates to decline over the next few decades.

In the years preceding World War Hl, the numerical quota system continued under
amendments to the Immigration Act of 1924. The Displaced Persons Act of 1948, the
Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952, and the Refugee Relief Act of 1953 along with

other acts resuited in minimal immigration following World War .

The majority of immigrants to the United States up until the 1960s came from Europe,
with smaller numbers coming from Asia and other countries in the Western Hemisphere.
In the 1960s, the national origins principle of determining immigration quotas was
discontinued. During the 1960s and 1970s, legislation allowed for the immigration of
refugees fleeing from political upheavals in specific countries and fleeing due to fear of
persecution because of race, religion, or political beliefs. It was also during this period
that the INA was amended in October 1965, placing the first numerical ceiling on the
total number of immigrants allowed to enter the United States, and abolished quotas by
nationality. The new system provided an annual ceiling of 290,000 (later reduced to
270,000 in 1980 by Congress).

Since 1980, an average of 150,000 immigrants have been naturalized every year. At the
same time, undocumented aliens have become a significant issue. National statistics
show a dramatic rise in the number of apprehensions made throughout the southern
border — from 979,101 in 1992 to over 1.6 million in 2000 (USBP 2000). INS estimated
that in 2001, between 6.5 and 7.5 million illegal aliens were residing in the U.S. (INS
2001a). More recent studies have indicated that this figure is probably closer to 10
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million. INS apprehension rates are currently averaging more than one million UDAs per
year throughout the country. For the past several years, Mexicans have comprised the
largest number of legal as well as illegal immigrants to the United States. Of the 1.5
million apprehensions in Fiscal Year (FY) 1998, 12,000 (1%) of these were apprehended
near the northern border. Apprehension figures for the northern border are relatively
small when compared to the southern border; however, migrants from well over 100

countries attempted to enter the U.S. from Canada in FY 1998.

USBP activities are administered under the Field Operations Division of the INS, which
is one of three INS Executive Divisions. As mentioned previously, the USBP’s primary
function is to detect and prevent the unlawful entry of aliens and smuggling along the
nation’s land and water borders. With the increase in illegal drug trafficking, the USBP

also has assumed the major Federal responsibility for illegal drug interdiction.

Until the early 1990s there was limited awareness of border issues and little national
attention was given to illegal border activity. The events of the nineties (e.g., increased
apprehensions, increased drug use, Asian and Caribbean boat lifts, etc.) elevated the
nation’s awareness concerning illegal immigration as narcotics smuggling generated
substantial interest in policing the borders. Increased national concern has led to
increases in funding and staffing and has enabled the USBP to develop effective

enforcement strategies independent of conventional limitations.

The USBP detects, deters and apprehends as a means to control illegal entry across the
borders. Detection of illegal traffickers is éccomplished through a variety of simple and
technological resources (e.g., observing phys;ical signs of illegal entry, ground sensors,
and RVS systems). Deterrence is affected through the actual presence (24 hours per
day, seven days per week) of the USBP agents on the borders along with other physical
(natural and man-made) barriers and the certainty that the illegal entrants will be
detected and apprehended. Apprehensions can only be accomplished by USBP agents
who have access to adequate infrastructure and resources. Equally, apprehensions are
possible when the USBP is assisted by technology in detecting illegal activities and
where adequate deterrence can be achieved.

In partial response to the continued problems of smuggling and UDAs, the U.S.

Congress passed the lllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act
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(IIRIRA) of 1996. Title 1, Subtitle A, Section 102 of lIRIRA states that the Attorney
General, in consultation with the Commisssi¢ner of Immigration and Naturalization, shall
take such actions as may be necessary to install additional physical barriers, roads and
other infrastructure deemed necessary in the vicinity of the U.S. borders to deter illegal
crossings in areas of high entry into the U.S.

1.3 Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed RVS systems is to enhance the USBP’s ability to detect
illegal activity along the U.S. borders by providing them with 24-hour surveillance
capabilities in compliance with IIRIRA. The RVS system is a passive all weather
monitoring system which provides continuous electronic surveillance using day and night
imagery. The operational effectiveness of the USBP will be greatly enhanced by
increasing their surveillance capability once RVS systems are installed. RVS systems
would allow the USBP to more effectively control a larger area (a force multiplier),
improve response time, secure the safety of USBP agents, and reduce the risks faced
by UDAs attempting to illegally enter the U.8. RVS systems will also provide for a more
compact enforcement area to patrol, allowing for a greater agent presence (i.e.
deterrence). With the installation of the RVS systems, it is believed that the risk and
danger to human lives and number of attempted iilegal entries would be sharply reduced

through the deterrent effect such technology would have

The need for the proposed RVS systems is based upon increased border activity and
the limited manpower available to the USBP. The U.S. experiences a substantial influx
of UDAs and drugs each year. These illegal:activities cost the American citizens billions
of dollars annually due directly to criminal activities, as well as the cost of apprehension,
detention and incarceration of criminals; and, indirectly in loss of property, illegal

participation in government programs and increased insurance costs.

The proposed RVS systems would provide a force multiplier to the USBP enforcement
strategy. The USBP is constantly shifting personnel and resources between areas
experiencing a high intensity of illegal traffic. For example, in the mid 1990’s agents were
sent to San Diego to assist in Operation Gatekeeper and currently agents are being

reassigned to the Tucson Sector because of increases in illegal traffic in this area.
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More recently, a number of agents have been reassigned from other sectors to the
northern border in response to the September 11™ terrorist attacks. Since the September
11, 2001 terrorist attack on the United States, the INS and USBP have been identified as
playing a key role in combating the threat of terrorism. This increased role requires more
vigilance at the Ports-Of-Entry (POEs) and along the entire length of the U.S. borders.
The ability of the USBP to insure the integrity and security of our borders will be an
essential part of the effort to fight and ultimately prevent terrorism. The forward
deployment of technology in RVS systems will enhance the USBP’s capabilities in the

campaign to stop terroristic acts that threaten the country’s national security.

In mid-October 2001, some 110 USBP agents were moved from the southern border to
the northern border. The installation of RVS systems can reduce the number of agents
on temporary duty status and return them to perform other duties that are currently being
neglected. In addition, those sectors that are currently lacking adequate personnel would
benefit directly by the addition of RVS syétems. The addition of RVS systems to these
sectors along with increases in personnél and other resources would increase the

effectiveness of enforcement efforts.

In FY 2001, the USBP apprehended 1.3 million UDAs and seized more than 1.2 million
pounds of marijuana and over 17,300 pounds of cocaine (USBP 2002). The combined
street value of these drugs was over $1.2 billion. USBP stations along the U.S.-Mexico
border experienced a 19% increase in the number of drug seizures from FY 1998 to FY
1999, and an overall 30% increase since FY 1995. More importantly, the value and
number of drug seizures along the borders represent at least 95% of those made by the
USBP throughout the nation. Still, the Unitéd States is also experiencing epidemic levels
of drug use and drug-related crimes as reborted by the Office of National Drug Control
Policy (1998 and 1999): |

lllegal drugs cost our society approximately $110 billion annually

1.5 million Americans were arrested in 1997 for violating drug laws

819 persons per 100,000 population were murdered during drug related offenses
322,000 Americans are casual herain users and over 800,000 are heavy users
1.5 to 3 million Americans are casual cocaine users

Prison populations (drug-related crimes) doubled between 1989 and 1996

Over 10 % of Americans used some form of illicit drug in 1998

To combat these rising numbers, the Clinton Administration committed additional

resources to law enforcement agencies, including the USBP. These increases were
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concentrated primarily along the southern border. As a result of increase enforcement
efforts and additional resources along the southern border, illegal traffic has increasingly
turned to the northern border as a means of illegally entering the United States. For
example, the Grand Forks Sector has shown a 112 percent increase in the number of
apprehensions between FY 2002 and FY 2001 while over the same time period the
Havre Sector showed a 36 percent increase (INS 2001b).

The constant flow of UDAs passing through fhe border areas also threatens public lands,
historical structures, and endangered species. Vehicles used by smugglers are
continuously being abandoned in National Parks and other natural and sensitive areas.
Dealing with the detrimental effects of UDAs is becoming an ever-increasing burden on
Federal and State land managers, private landowners, as well as the USBP. UDAs have
trampled vegetation and left litter, abandoned vehicles throughout the entire border

region.

Furthermore, many UDAs attempt to enter the U.S. through harsh environments and
dangerous conditions. Many areas of the border are vast, undeveloped areas, which
represent a danger to the UDAs from exposure to extremely high temperatures in the
summer and below freezing temperatures in the winter. USBP agents have been
increasingly responsible for rescuing UDAs attempting to illegally enter the U.S. who
have been subjected to heatstroke, snake bites, dehydration, hypothermia, or have
simply become lost. Much of the international border is defined by rivers and other water
bodies which appear to be passable, but UDAs may become swept away in the current
or even drown while trying to cross these waters. Detection of UDAs before they gain
access to these harsh environments will reduce the number of injuries and help to

prevent loss of life.

1.4 Scope of Analysis 1

RVS systems have become an integral part of the detection process and greatly
enhanced the USBP’s ability to apprehend ;illegal entrants. RVS systems can be used
separately or in combination with several types of systems or with other, more routine,
enforcement actions (i.e., patrols). Howevgr, to be most effective, or for maximum
optimization, RVS systems need to be lJtiIi?ed in conjunction with other infrastructure
and resources. The installation of RVS systems has enhanced border enforcement
efforts by optimizing the USBP ability to detect activity along the borders, determine
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when enforcement efforts are necessary tq prevent illegal activities, and assisted in the
apprehension process by identifying potentially dangerous settings for USBP agents.

RVS systems are one component of INS’ Integrated Surveillance Intelligence Systems
(ISIS) Program. The ISIS program recently; has become an integral part of the detection
process, thereby enhancing USBP agents’ ability to detect and apprehend illegal
entrants. RVS systems have become a powerful tool in the detection and apprehension
of UDAs and illegal drug traffickers. There are no impacts from the use of ISIS
components except for the installation of RVS systems and associated equipment.
Consequently, INS and USBP elected to ipreepare this PEA to determine the potential
impacts of RVS systems. ‘

The PEA study area is defined by the seven USBP Sectors in the Central Region of INS
and is further restricted to those counties within the sector which share an international
border. The study area will hereafter be referred to as the Region of Influence (ROI) and
is defined by the area potentially affected by the alternatives described later in this
document. Since the INS defines its operaﬁonal areas of control by region, the ROl was
limited to the Central Region of INS in order to discuss impacts in greater detail. While
the sectors extend well north and south of the border areas, over 99 percent of USBP
operation/activities are located within 50 miles of the borders and RVS systems are
normally installed in proximity to the borders. Therefore, the ROI is further limited to
those counties along the U.S./Canadian and U.S./Mexico Borders which share an
international border. Those counties that share an international border in the ROI will be

listed under the USBP Sector descriptions in Section 1.5.

All available previous NEPA documents were reviewed during the development of this
document to identify potential issues or comments received regarding RVS systems.
Those documents which addressed RVS systems and guided the development of this
document are included in the reference section. This PEA identifies all the RVS systems
expected to be installed in the Central Region of INS over the next 10 years, in an
attempt to avoid the misperception of piecemealing. In addition, the PEA defines the

method by which future site-specific RVS sﬂlstems will be analyzed.
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1.5 Overview of the Central Region USBP Sectors

The Central Region of INS contains seven USBP Sectors that are responsible for illegal
trans-boundary traffic along the U.S./Canaaian and U.S./Mexico borders. Due to the
differences between the Canadian and Mexican borders, they will be discussed
separately. The following subsections present an overview of the U.S./Canadian and

U.S./Mexico borders and the respective USBP Sectors, which control the borders.

1.5.1 U.S./Canadian Border — Central Region

The U.S./Canadian border is the 3,987-mile long international boundary between the
United States and Canada. The States of Montana, North Dakota, Minnesota, and
Wisconsin and the Canadian Provinces of Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, and
Ontario define the northern border of the INS Central Region. The Central Region
northern border comprises approximately 917 miles (23%) of the total northern border
(excluding Alaska). Land use along the northern border is a mix of urban, agricultural,
range, prairies, mountains, riverine, lake, and other land uses. The northern border is a
land border in Montana, North Dakota and the western portion of Minnesota. Lake of the
Woods, the Rainy River, and other smaller nges define the border in eastern two-thirds

of Minnesota. Lake Superior forms the international border along the State of Wisconsin.

The USBP further defines the northern border into eight operational USBP Sectors:
Blaine, Spokane, Havre, Grand Forks, Detroit, Buffalo, Swanton, and Holton Sectors all
of which are responsible for controlling illegal trans-boundary activity within the regions
area of operations. The two sectors which comprise the northern border in the Central
Region of INS will be discussed in the following sections.

1.5.1.1 Havre Sector

The Havre Sector is responsible for the
eastern three-fourths of the State of Montana,
ea§tern ldaho, and the States of Utah,
Wyoming, and Colorado. The Havre Sector is
a unique sector in that much of the border is

under the management of Federal and state

re$ource agencies including the Department
of Interior's Waterton-Glacier International Peace Park, The Blackfeet Indian

Reservation, and lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). USBP
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activities within the sector are responsible for patrolling diverse operational environments
including agricuiture, small urban areas, rblling grasslands, the Rocky Mountains, and
arid plains. The Havre Sector includes 454 miles (11%) of the total northern border. The
western edge of the sector is the FIathead/GIacier County line. The northern boundary of
the sector follows the Montana State line. The eastern border of the sector is the
Montana/North Dakota State line. The Havre Sector is composed of 47 Montana
counties, eastern Idaho, and the States of Utah, Wyoming, and Colorado. There are
currently nine USBP stations in the sector that are responsible for enforcement of the
international border and 13 Ports Of Entry (POEs). Counties which share an
international boundary are Glacier, Toole, ?Liberty, Hill, Blaine, Phillips, Valley, Daniels,
and Sheridan County, Montana. i

1.5.1.2 Grand Forks Sector

The Grand Forks Sector is responsible for the

$tates of North Dakota, Minnesota, and

Wisconsin. The Grand Forks Sector is the

Iérg<est of all USBP sectors and is relatively

ufndeveloped except for communities along
the Great Lakes. USBP activities, within the

sector, are responsible for patrolling diverse

operational environments including agriculture, small urban areas, rangeland, and
prairie. The Grand Forks Sector includesi approximately 465 miles (12%) of the total
northern border. The western edge of the sf.ecitor is the Montana/North Dakota State line.
The northern boundary of the sector fol|<)ws the North Dakota, Minnesota, and
Wisconsin State lines. Wisconsin shares jan international boundary only through four
counties along Lake Superior. The Grand Forks Sector is composed of the States of
North Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas, lowa, Missouri,
lllinois, and Indiana. Currently there are éﬂght USBP stations in the sector which are
responsible for enforcement of the international border and the 27 POEs. Counties
which share an international border are?Divide, Burke, Renville, Bottineau, Rolette,
Towner, Cavalier, and Pembina Counties,i North Dakota; Kittson, Roseau, Lake of the
Woods, Koochiching, Cariton, St. Louis,jLake, and Cook Counties, Minnesota; and
Douglas, Bayfield, Ashland, and Iron Counties, Wisconsin.
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1.5.2 U.S./Mexico Border — Central Region

The southern border is the 1,908-mile Ionjg international border between the United
States and Mexico. The U.S. States of NewiMexico, and Texas and the Mexican States
of Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo Leon, and Tamaulipas define the border in the Central
Region. In the Central Region, the statés of New Mexico and Texas comprise
approximately 1,367 miles (72%) of the tptal southern border. Land use along the
southern border is a mix of urban, agricultural, range, desert, mountains, riverine, lake,
and other land uses. The southern border |s a land border in New Mexico and the Rio

Grande forms the international boundary alohg the entire Texas/Mexico border.

The USBP further defines the southern border into nine operational sectors, San Diego,
El Centro, Yuma, Tucson, El Paso, Marfa, Del Rio, Laredo, and McAllen (See Figure 1-
2). The five sectors that comprise the southern border in the Central Region will be

discussed in the following subsections.

1.5.2.1 El Paso Sector

The EI Paso Sector is responsible for the entire

sstate of New Mexico and the extreme western

portion of Texas. The El Paso Sector is one of
two sectors across the southern border that
has both a land and river border enforcement

area as well as responsibilities in two states.

USBP activities within the sector are
responsible for patrolling diverse operationaﬂ environments including agriculture, urban
areas, riverine, mountains, and desert. The El Paso sector includes 290 miles (15%) of
the total southern border. The western edge of the sector is the Arizona/New Mexico
state line. The southern boundary of the séctor in New Mexico is a land border. The
southern boundary in Texas follows the Rip Grande from the City of El Paso to the
intersection of Jeff Davis and Presidio counties. The El Paso Sector is composed of 33
New Mexico counties and two neighboring é:ounties in western Texas (126,940 square
miles). There are currently 11 USBP stations in the sector, six of which are responsible
for enforcement of the international border. There are currently nine POEs in the sector.
Counties which share an international border are Hidalgo, Luna, and Dona Ana

Counties, New Mexico and El Paso and Hudépeth Counties, Texas.
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1.5.2.2 Marfa Sector

Ay

The Marfa Sector is the longest and most

remote border sector along the southern

?bowrder. Marfa is a unique sector in that much

of the border is under the management of

Federal and state resource agencies

including the Department of the Interior's Big

Bend National Park, Texas Parks and
Wildlife’s Black Gap Wildlife Management Areea, and Big Bend Ranch State Park. USBP
activities within the sector are responsible for patrolling diverse operational environments
including agricultural and urban areas, rangelands, riverine, and mountainous
environments. The Marfa Sector includes 420 miles (22%) of the total southern border.
The western edge of the Marfa Sector |§ the intersection of Jeff Davis and Presidio
Counties. The southern boundary follows the Rio Grande and includes all of Big Bend
National Park. The eastern edge of the sector is the Terrell and Val Verde County line.
The Marfa Sector is composed of 78 west Texas counties and 21 neighboring counties
in western Oklahoma (135,529 square miles). There are presently 11 USBP stations in
the sector, six of which are responsible ?for enforcement of the international border.
Presidio, Texas is the only legal POE in the sector. Counties which share an
international border in the Marfa Sector are Jeff Davis, Presidio, Brewester, and Terrell

Counties, Texas.

1.5.2.3 Del Rio Sector

Py

The Del Rio Sector is responsible for activity

élong the Rio Grande through a section of the

border dominated by private ranches. USBP

éctivities within the sector are responsible for

batrolling diverse operational environments

including agricultural and urban areas,

riangeland, riverine, and lake environments.
The Del Rio Sector includes 205 miles (11%) of the total southern border. The western
edge of the Del Rio Sector is the Terrellel Verde County line. The southern boundary
follows the Rio Grande and includes Aijnis;tad International Reservoir. The eastern
boundary is the line dividing the Webb and Dimmitt Counties. The Del Rio Sector is

composed of 41 Texas counties (48,000 équare miles) that extend approximately 300

RVS Programmatic EA Draft
1-14



miles into the interior from the border. There are presently 10 USBP stations in the
sector, of which five stations are responsiible for enforcement of the international border.
There are three legal POEs in the sector. Cpunties, which share an international border

in the Del Rio Sector, are Val Verde, Kinney,! and Maverick counties, Texas.
1.5.2.4 Laredo Sector

iy

Th)e Laredo Sector is responsible for activity

alpng the Rio Grande through a section of the

border dominated by private ranches and the

In?ernational Falcon Reservoir. USBP

activities within the sector are responsible for

patrolling diverse operational environments

including agricultural and urban areas,
rangeland, and riverine environments and neservoirs. The Laredo Sector includes 172
miles (9%) of the total southern border. The; western edge of the Laredo Sector is the
line dividing Webb and Dimmitt Counties. The southern boundary of the sector follows
the Rio Grande through Webb and Zapata pounties. The eastern boundary is the line
that divides Starr and Zapata Counties. The ;Laredo Sector includes 116 Texas counties
(101,439 square miles) and extends north tp the Oklahoma border. Three of the eight
USBP stations in the sector are responsible%for enforcement of the international border.
There are three legal POEs in the Laredo Sector. Counties which share an international

border in the Laredo Sector are Webb and Zapata Counties.

1.5.2.5 McAllen Sector
The McAllen Sector is unique among USBP

H\‘ < sectors due to the Gulf of Mexico, the Rio

Grande Valley, and the large urban

populations on both sides of the border.

B USBP activities within the sector include

operations within coastal, riverine, tidal
marsh, agriculture, wildlife refuges, urban
areas, rangeland, and reservoirs. The McAllen Sector includes 281 miles (15%) of the
total southern border. The western boundary is the Starr/Zapata County line and
includes a portion of the International Fal(:oh Reservoir. The McAllen Sector’'s boundary
on the south is the Rio Grande and the Gulf of Mexico is the eastern boundary. The
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McAllen Sector includes three Texas counties and extends up the Gulf Coast
approximately 175 miles. Six of the nine USBP stations in the McAllen Sector are
responsible for enforcement along the intefné'tional boundary. There are 11 POEs in the
McAllen Sector. Counties, which share an international border in the McAllen Sector are

Starr, Hidalgo, and Cameron counties, Texés.

1.6 Report Organization

This PEA is organized into nine major seictions including this section. Section 2.0 will
describe the alternatives being considerﬁed. Section 3.0 will describe the affected
environment of the Region of Influence (R(bl). Section 4.0 will discuss the environmental
consequences of implementing the viablib alternatives. Section 5.0 will discuss the
cumulative impacts and other proposed? projects and Section 6.0 will discuss the
proposed environmental design measures. Sections 7.0, 8.0, and 9.0 present public
involvement, references cited in the docunjnent, and a list of the persons involved in the
preparation of this document, respectivély. Standard designs of RVS systems are
discussed in Appendix A. Appendix B prO\}ides a list of the common and scientific name
of plants and animals used in this documént. Appendix C includes a list of all National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed ﬂ)roperties in the counties comprising the ROI.
Appendix D includes a farmiand conversion impact rating form. Appendix E includes
supporting documents of the public invblvement program such as the notices of
availability published in local newspapers, and a summary of the comments received

during the public comment period. |
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

The alternatives considered in this PEA Mere based on the mission of the USBP to
protect the international borders through ‘the{ detection, apprehension, and deterrence of
illegal entrant and smugglers into the Uni:ied States. The primary focus of the proposed
action is the detection of illegal activity ]along the border. The four alternatives
considered during the preparation of this PEA include: (1) No Action, (2) Expanded use
of RVS systems within the Central Regitj)n — the Proposed Action Alternative, (3)
Increased Aerial Reconnaissance/Operatiorjs, and (4) Increased Manpower. With the
exception of the No Action Alternative, tﬁe alternatives provide different means of
increasing the USBP’s capabilities of deteci:ting illegal entry and smuggling along the

borders.

Under the No Action Alternative, the USBiP would continue its current management
practices with limited use of available technoj’logy. lilegal entrants would be less likely to
be detected and apprehended. USBP ageréts and illegal entrants would continue to be
exposed to potentially dangerous situations. 1Continuous surveillance of the barder would
be limited by manpower and adverse \éveather conditions under the No Action
Alternative. Efforts to protect biological :annd cultural resources would be considerable
less effective or even futile without the détection and deterrence capabilities of the

proposed RVS systems.

The type and magnitude of the impacts associated with each alternative would vary.
Each alternative is discussed in more cletéil in the following subsections. A detailed
description of the known and expected impdcts associated with each of the alternatives

is presented in Chapter 4 of this PEA. ‘

21 Operational Criteria |

Each alternative, as well as the no-action }alternative, has been evaluated using the
programmatic objective, with respect to iassociated environmental consequences.
Programmatic operational criteria, in general, include important design, location, or
construction features that may affect the d\egjree to which the proposed action can satisfy
the project needs and objectives. Operaﬁonal criteria relevant to the needs and
objectives of the proposed action, include:
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= Provide continuous surveillance

» Facilitate rapid response time to operational and emergency situations;

= Minimize exposure of USBP agents to the elements and unknown and
potentially dangerous conditions;

= Maximize use of existing USBP iagent manpower;

= Economic analysis; !
Environmental factors in general are thojse conditions that must be met to minimize
potential adverse impacts to the environfment or socioeconomic resources. For the
analysis of environmental criterion of thé proposed action, this EA will evaluate the

impact upon endangered species and Iandj air, water, cultural, and biological resources.

2.2 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the U$BF’ would continue its current enforcement
strategies with limited use of available tecpnology. This alternative would not allow for
the expansion of the USBP’s RVS progjram and would eliminate all proposed RVS
system installation. This alternative woulb, however, allow all ongoing RVS system
installation to be completed and any norrﬁal maintenance and operation requirements
associated with existing systems to continllle. Even though this alternative would reduce
unavoidable impacts and irretrievable Ios;ses of resources, it would greatly hinder the
USBP’s capability to detect illegal activity élong the borders and their ability to fulfill their

mission.

The No Action Alternative would not provic§1e continuous surveillance of the borders and
would not minimize the exposure of USBF agents and UDAs to potentially dangerous
conditions. Additionally, the No Action Altejrnative limits the use of technology and does
not enhance the USBP’s detection procesj‘s. The alternative to technological aids in the
detection process involves the use of marh[power at observation points to detect illegal
activity along the border. Limiting the use of technology in the detection process (i.e.
RVS systems) does not maximize the u$e of existing USBP agent manpower. This
alternative does not facilitate rapid respdnse time because USBP command centers
would not have access to the real-time iwideo provided by RVS systems and would

therefore have a limited understanding ofithe current situation in the field. Without the
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aid of the real-time video provided by RVS 1systems, USBP command centers must rely
on radio communications to dispatch, apprehend, or deter illegal activities.

Without the deployment of RVS systems, the USBP would continue to employ existing
tactics for detecting illegal activities that |relf( upon and are limited by manpower. lllegal
entries into the U.S. would continue at currént levels or increase. UDAs and smugglers
would circumvent areas where RVS systems are already in use and continue to degrade
the border environments. As the number cj)f illegal entrants continue or increase, the
USBP agents would be forced to increase ’j:he intensity of their efforts and enlarge the
area they require for apprehending them. As the entry attempts and enforcement
activities increase, biological and cultural resources would continue to be adversely

impacted throughout the border regions.

Many of the areas along the borders have been damaged by illegal activities as

footpaths and trails have been trampled thfoughout sensitive areas along the borders.

Many footpaths are so heavily used that the resuiting soil erosion has changed the look
of the border regions. Throughout the bord;er region, trash left behind from UDAs has
been littered along almost every. arroyo, ca;nyon, waterway, National Park, and wildlife
management area along the southern bordcier. The No Action Alternative will allow this
pattern to continue and result in continued? and increased degredation of the border
regions without the deployment of RVS sysitems to aid the USBP in the detection and

apprehension process.

2.3 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action involves the expanded} use of RVS systems in the Central Region
of INS. In addition, the Proposed Action would include the completion of RVS systems

\
currently being installed and the operation and maintenance of existing and proposed

RVS systems. ‘

The expanded use of RVS systems would dreatly enhance the USBP’s ability to detect
illegal activities along the border by providingﬁ 24-hour surveillance capabilities of remote
and rugged locations along the border. f?Vé systems would provide a force multiplier
that would allow fewer agents to be committjed to detecting illegal activity and therefore
create additional manpower that is avaijlable for apprehending UDAs and drug
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traffickers. It is believed that once RVS sjste:ms have been effectively deployed along
the borders and apprehensions increase, R’VS systems will serve as an overwhelming
deterrence to illegal traffic and reduce the Vj/olume of UDAs and smugglers attempting to
cross the borders. This alternative would Lalso prevent UDA traffic from the dangerous
conditions that face one trying to enter th}e country illegally and protect USBP agents
from potentially dangerous situations. IjEven though this alternative would have
unavoidable impacts and irretrievable Iossés of resources, it would greatly enhance the
operational effectiveness and aid the USdP’s; mission to gain and maintain control the
border. This alternative would also enha]nce the ability of the USBP to detect and
apprehend illegal entrants in proximity of ’jche border and therefore result in less trans-
border traffic and fewer enforcement actionjs outside the immediate border vicinity. Thus
indirectly protecting resources that would cj)therwise be lost to continual UDA traffic and

drug smuggling.

This alternative would provide for the instjallation of the proposed RVS systems within
the process and guidelines identified infth?is document. During the evaluation and
approval process for each RVS system%installation, separate clearance procedures
required by the Endangered Species Act ( SA) and the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA) will be undertaken, in consultbtion with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), respectively.
The site selection criteria and environment%l compliance must be met before installation
or operational activities begin. RVS system installation could proceed under the NEPA
coverage provided in the PEA, after ?the environmental compliance process is

completed.

2.3.1 RVS Installation Process

The following paragraphs will outline the Ij?VS installation process that will be used to
identify and evaluate site-specific locations. Only those locations where no significant
environmental issues are discovered would be covered under this process. In locations
where significant environmental issues aire found, an Environmental Assessment or
other NEPA documentation tiered from this PEA will be necessary. In locations where
RVS systems will be mounted on existing ]structures a cultural resources evaluation will

be necessary for existing structures.
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2.3.1.1 RVS System Site Selection Criteeriai
Potential sites for installation of RVS systemis will be chosen using site selection criteria.
The locations of the potential RVS sites \}‘vill be determined based upon the known

presence of illegal entry and activities, amqjunt of time normally required to respond to

the area, and the juxtaposition with extant siystems to ensure that optimum surveillance

capabilities would be provided. Site—speciﬁéz locations would be selected based upon

proximity to existing roads and power sourjces, ability to obtain lease or right-of-entry,

and topography. The following site selecﬁion criteria define the operational criteria

through which specific locations for RVS i\nstiélllation will be identified.

1. Tactical Relevance -a location along the border from which satisfactory

video coverage of the area to
also includes the sites relationship to known illegal entry routes and
activities. Topography is the
relevance.

Technical Capacity -the ability

be monitored is possible. Tactical relevance

major factor in determining a site’s tactical

to transmit a signal to a relay station or the

command center operating the RVS system. Local topography
determines a sites technicél capacity. RVS systems are generally
operated as a system where signals are relayed between RVS sites and
ultimately transmit the signal tb a USBP command center.

minimization of impacts.

Site_Access —ingress and egress to the site should be evaluated for

Power Source Accessibility/Type

a. Solar -is the preferred power source when overhead utilities are
not available in proxirﬁity to the site. Solar powered systems may
include propane generators or wind power as a backup power

system: Solar

powered systems are severely

limited by

geographic location and other engineering constraints.
Above Ground/Overhead Utility Lines -are the preferred power

source when local electrical grids are available in proximity to a

given location.

Trenching/Underground Utility Lines -can be used in limited

applications where overhead utilities may cause visual impacts;

however, environment

5. Site Selection

a. Necessary Ground Dis
of ground disturbance

preferred locations for

Surrounding Land Use

al impacts are greater.

turbance -locations where the least amount
(i.e. associated roads, structures) are the

RVS systems.

-~surrounding land use should be evaluated

in order to minimize impacts to existing land uses.
Land Ownership —support and permission from landowners must

be obtained if sites are

located on private property.

Property Acquisition Costs -some properties are less desirable

due to their high cost

sell the property.

or the unwillingness of property owners to
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In reviewing previous NEPA documents, several common environmental factors that
became an important part of the deCISIO(n rnaking process were identified. Common
factors to be considered include, but are not limited to:
¢ Absence of Archaeological and Cultural Resources
Absence of Threatened and Endangened Species
Aesthetics/Visual Impact |
Proximity of construction to wetlandb or water bodies
Public Opinion |

Once specific locations are identified usingi the above-mentioned site selection criteria, a
project environmental review checklist will be completed for each site to identify potential

impacts to resources in the area.

2.3.1.2 Project Environmental Review Cli}ecklist

The objective of the project environment%\ﬂ review checklist is to identify all potential
impacts to resources from proposed RVjS installations on a site-specific basis. The
project environmental review checklist (E)%{hibit 1) is included at the end of Chapter 2.
The project environmental review checklisit would be completed for each site proposed
for RVS system installation, after site—spedjific locations have been identified through the
site selection criteria. An interdisciplinary} team of environmental professionals would
complete the project environmental revie\.jv checklist with approval by the INS Central
Region Office. In addition to the projéct environmental review checklist, agency
coordination and surveys of the sites wouild be performed. Site surveys for impacts to
resources would include, but are not Iil%'nited to, threatened, endangered, or other
sensitive species, unique and sensitive arejeas‘, vegetation, wetlands, archaeological and
cultural resources, and hazardous materialjs. This information will be incorporated into an
abbreviated Environmental Assessment (EA) that will be tiered from this document. The
completed project environmental review checklist, the results of the site-specific surveys,
and agency coordination letters will also be included as appendices to the abbreviated
EA.

Further NEPA documentation (i.e., a Supplemental EA, EA, or Environmental Impact
Statement) would be required to address any significant impacts discovered during the

completion of the project environmental review checklist or during the site-specific

surveys.
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2.3.1.3 Abbreviated EA i

The abbreviated EA would include the nur}nber of sites evaluated and their location,
completed project environmental review chiecklist, agency coordination letters, and a
summary of the findings of the site—speciiﬁc%surveys. Upon approval of the abbreviated
EA, RVS system installation would begin for§ those locations covered under this process

assuming no potential significant environmental issues are identified.

2.4 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Consideration

2.41 Increased Aerial Reconnaissanc:el¢)perations Alternative
Under this alternative, increased aerial rgconnaissance would involve the use of
helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft for suwrvé,illance of the border. INS uses fixed-wing
aircraft and helicopters to perform reconnzaiséance and detection operations as well as to
support ground patrols.
|

i
This alterative was eliminated from further consideration because it does not satisfy the
purpose and need of the project. The purpofse and need calls for a 24-hour, all weather
system for detection of illegal activities. Aerijal reconnaissance/operations require highly
skilled pilots, cannot be used on a 24-hour ;EDer day basis, and cannot operate under all
weather conditions. Aerial reconnaissa‘ncé‘e/operations also have limited detection

capabilities in areas such as deep ravines, aﬁ nighttime, and in thick vegetation.

Aerial reconnaissance/operations are also ilimited over or near military installations,
National Parks and wilderness areas, an{d near commercial airports. The Federal
Aviation Administration and/or the Depaﬂtmént of Defense impose flight restrictions on
USBP operations on missions 'ovér or near their facilities. Aerial
reconnaissance/operations have also restric{ed flight patterns near endangered species
or other sensitive wildlife habitats, at night@time, or over Indian reservations or other
sacred cultural sites.

This alternative does not provide an adequat:e alternative to the entire Central Region of
INS; however, aerial reconnaissance/operations have proven to be an effective border
enforcement strategy is some areas of the b}order. For example, aerial operations have
proven highly effective in areas of the dtesiert southwest where the open terrain, low
growing vegetation, and sandy soils allow UbAs and signs of other illegal border traffic

to be easily recognized from aircraft. Additionally, aerial reconnaissance/operations have
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become invaluable to USBP agents and UDAs for performing Search and Rescue (SAR)
missions and during vehicle pursuits. Due?to their effectiveness in given situations and
specific areas of the border, increasing éerial reconnaissance/operations may be an

effective solution in given areas or to meet the purpose and need of other INS activities.

2.4.2 Increased Manpower Alternative '

Another alternative that was considered during the preparation of this PEA was to
increase the manpower and thereby increiasing patrol efforts as an alternative to RVS
systems. The sites that will be selected for?RVS installation are considered high intensity
areas for illegal entries; thus, an aIternat}ive to the RVS system would be to station
additional USBP agents at each of thesé sites to observe activities and detect any
potential illegal entry efforts. USBP agentsi would have to be stationed at these sites 24
hours per day, seven days a week, in grder to provide the same level of detection
capabilities as the RVS system. Such eﬁoﬁts would require an enormous commitment of
resources and wouid demand an increasé of about 9,336 agents (assuming it would
require approximately six agents to monitoﬁ an area equal to that which one RVS system
can monitor) to obtain an equal level of efﬁeci:iveness as the proposed RVS systems. In
addition, the purchase of large amounts éf equipment would be necessary due to the
fact that USBP agents and/or their vehicl}es would have to be equipped with infrared
cameras or spotting scopes to allow night %ob:servations, or portable or permanent lights

would need to be installed.

Furthermore, the USBP agents would notibe able to observe the same reaches as the
RVS systems from the same locations d;Je to trees, buildings, and local topography.
Consequently, additional observation pointé would have to be established to provide the
same coverage as the proposed RVS s;%steems which would disturb additional areas

along the border.

This alternative was not considered viable due to the increased manpower needs and
additional equipment required to meet thé same level of detection. The additional staff
would not provide additional flexibility iin a USBP station’s enforcement strategy.
Furthermore, authorization from the U.S.%Congress would be required to employ the

number of additional agents needed to subistitute the proposed RVS systems.
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2,5 Summary

Four alternatives are evaluated in this PEA irﬁcluding: (1) No Action, (2) Expanded use of
RVS systems within the Central Region — thé Proposed Action Alternative, (3) Increased
Aerial Reconnaissance/Operations, and (4) Increased Manpower. The Proposed Action
and No Action alternatives will be carried ‘;forward for analysis. The Increased Aerial
Reconnaissance/Operations and Increased Manpower Alternatives do not meet the

purpose and need of this project and therefore will not be carried forward for analysis.

Table 2-1 presents a summary matrix of the selection criteria from each of the
alternatives and how the alternatives satisfy these criteria. Table 2-1 demonstrates how
the proposed action meets all of the operational criteria set forth as well as showing the
shortcomings of the other alternatives evaluated in this PEA. The following paragraphs

present a summary of each of the impacts and benefits of the alternatives:

¢ No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the IJSBP would continue its current management
practices with limited use of available technology. Illegal entrants would be less
likely to be detected and apprehended. USBP agents and illegal entrants would
continue to be exposed to potentially dangerous situations. Continuous surveillance
of the border would be limited by manpower and adverse weather conditions under
the No Action Alternative. Efforts to protect biological and cultural resources would
be considerable less effective or even futile without the detection and deterrence
capabilities of the proposed RVS systems. The No Action Alternative would allow the
continued degradation of the border environment that results from illegal foot and
vehicle traffic. Without the proposed action, increases in this traffic would result in
additional impacts to the physical, biological, and socioeconomic resources along the

borders.

¢ Proposed Action Alternative ,

The proposed action would significantly reduce the illegal vehicle and foot traffic
along the borders thereby protecting physical and biological resources as well as
having indirect benefits to socioeconomic resources through a reduction in crime and
associated social costs. The forward déployment of RVS systems would aid the
USBP in apprehending UDA’s and cIruQ smugglers while providing deterrence to
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these illegal activities. The proposed action would enhance the capability of the
USBP to detect illegal activities resulting in a reduced enforcement footprint. The
effects of the proposed action include the loss of up to 32.1 acres of sails,
vegetation, and wildlife habitat and their potential impacts to other resources. It is
envisioned that many of the proposed %RV’S systems would be installed in previously

disturbed areas, greatly reducing these impacts.

RVS Programmatic EA Draft
2-10



Table 2-1. Summam and Cbmparison of Alternatives
——— T s

Increased
No Proposed . Increased
CRITERIA Action Action Aerial

. Manpower
Reconnaissance p
m

Provide 24-hour surveillance detection

capabilities in compliance with IIRIRA No Yes No No
Minimize exposure of USBP agents to the

elements and unknown and potentially

dangerous conditions encountered during No Yes No No
apprehensions

Facilitate rapid response time to operational No Yes Yes Yes
and emergency situations

Maximize use of existing USBP agent No Yes No No

manpower

Cost effective means of increasing the USBP’s ‘
ability to detect UDAs and drug smugglers No Yes No No
attempting to illegally enter the U.S.

|

L Q9 ——— ——— ——————— ——— —— ————————————— ———————]
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Project Environmental Review Checklist

PROJECT INFORMATION
Project Name:

Site Name:

1. Station:
2. Point-of-Contact:
Project Location:

a: General Location

b: Latitude/Longitude/Elevation:

c: Township, Range, and Section

d: RVS design (pole, tower, mounted on existing structure)
Name, address, and telephone number of landowner:

Name, title, address, and telephone number of party preparing Project Environmental Review Checklist:
NAME

TITLE

ADDRESS

TELEPHONE NUMBER

SIGNATURE

***NOTE*** This checklist is designed as a guidance document for identification of
resource impacts to be used by:

1) INS/USBP agents during the preliminary site selection process. The completed checklist is
to be provided to the environmental contactor as evidence of the site selection process and
to identify potential impacts requiring further investigation. This document is not intended
to replace the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process or replace NEPA
documentation of impacted resources; however, it is intended to be a tool to be used during
the NEPA process; and

2) by the environmental contractor completing NEPA documentation of the project to ensure
all potential resource impacts are identified and evaluated during the NEPA process.

Exhibit 1. — Project Environmental Review Checklist Form
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Explanations for all responses are provided on attached sheets.

Potential Impact?
Yes Maybe No

Issue Area

Geology, Soils and Topography. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

a. A need for a large tower to provide line-of-sight with another
RVS, U.S. Border Patrol station, or RVS command center.

b. The destruction, covering, or modification of any unique
geologic or physical features?

c. The loss of unique soils or a contribution to wind or water
erosion?

Water Resources. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

d. Changes in currents, flow, or circulation, or the course of
direction of water movements, in either marine or fresh waters?

e. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or rate and
amount of surface runoff?

f.  Alterations to the course of flow of floodwaters, sediment
deposition, or erosion?

g. Discharge into surface waters or in any alteration of surface
water guality or quantity?

h. Change in the quality or quantity of groundwaters, either
through direct additions or withdrawals, or through interception
of an aquifer by cuts or excavations?

i. Change in groundwater quality?

j- Disturbance in or in close proximity to wetlands (marshes,
bogs, swamps, etc.) or other water bodies (rivers, streams)?

Air Quality. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

k. Air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality during
construction activities?

I.  The creation of objectionable air quality during construction
activities?

Botanical Resources. ***Informal consultation with the appropriate U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service Office and state wildlife agency must be submitted and will aid in the answers to the
following questions.

Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

m. Destruction of threatened, endangered, or other sensitive plant
species, or communities?

n. Reduction of the numbers or habitat of any rare, endangered,
or otherwise sensitive species of plants?

o. Disturbance of any sensitive plant community or valuable tree
specimens?
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Potential Impact?
Yes Maybe No

Issue Area

p. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or an
impediment to the normal reproduction and growth of existing
species?

q. Disturbance, destruction, loss or occur in close proximity to
Federally designated critical habitat?

Fish and Wildlife. ***Informal consultation with the appropriate U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Office and state wildlife agency must be completed and will aid in the answers to the following
questions.

Will the proposed RVS installation result in:
a. Alteration or loss of fish, wildlife, or other aquatic habitat?

b. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any species
of animals (mammals, birds, amphibians, reptiles, fish, or
insects)?

¢. Reduction in the numbers or habitat of any endangered or
otherwise sensitive species?

d. Introduction of a barrier to the migration or movement of
species (wildlife corridor, fragment habitat)?

e. Disturbance of communal wildlife nesting areas? (rookery)
Agriculture. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:
f. Reduction in acreage or production of any agricultural crop?

g. Reduction of agricultural activities, including cropping and
grazing?

h. Loss of unique agricultural lands (e.g. prime farmland,
Williamson Act lands)?
Natural Resources. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

i. Visual/aesthetic impacts to wildlife viewing areas, wildlife
management areas, national, state, or local parks, wildlife
refuges, or other important wildlife areas?

Cultural Resources. ***Informal consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office and
Federally Recognized Tribes must be submitted and will aid in the answers to the following
questions.

Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

j- Alteration, destruction, or construction within proximity of a
prehistoric or historic archaeological resources/sites?

k. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a prehistoric or
historical building, structure, or object?

I. A physical change, which would affect unique ethnic cultural
values?

m. Visual/aesthetic impacts to any historic structures, buildings,
national landmarks, historic districts, historical properties, or
sacred/ religious Native American sites?

Exhibit 1. — Project Environmental Review Checklist Form
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10.

1.

12,

13.

14.

15.

R

Issue Area

n. Modification or construction near a structure listed on the
National Register of Historic Places, any structure greater than
50 yrs. old, or a cold war era building?

0. Within proximity of lands used for religious or sacred uses?

Land Use and General Plan Consistency. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

p. Conflicts with existing or surrounding land uses (zoning)?
g. Conflicts with future planned land uses?

r. Inconsistency with other land use policies?

Recreation. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

s. Impact upon the quality or quantity of existing and future
recreational opportunities?

Aesthetics. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

t. Obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public, or
will the proposed RVS installation result in the creation of an
aesthetically offensive site open to public view?

Utilities. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:
u. A need for new access roads?

v. A need for new overhead or underground utilities?

Hazardous Materials. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

w. A risk of exposure to hazardous substances (including, but
not limited to oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) during
construction?

Infrastructure. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:
X. A need for additional support facilities?
Socioeconomic. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

y. Changes in the population, empioyment, housing, schools,
commercial/industrial activities, security of the area?

Potential Impact?

Yes

Maybe

No

Exhibit 1. — Project Environmental Review Checklist Form
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16. Mandatory Findings of Significance. Will the proposed RVS installation result in:

Potential Impact?
Yes Maybe No

qq. Potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples
of major periods of the State’s history or prehistory?

rr. Impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on two or more
separate resources where the impact on each resource is
relatively small, but where the effect of the total of those
impacts on the environment is significant.)

Exhibit 1. — Project Environmental Review Checklist Form
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DETERMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O

Signature

Title

It has been found that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEPA document should not be prepared. The project qualifies for a
Categorical Exclusion.

It has been found that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation
measure(s) described on the attached sheet have been added to the project. An
Environmental Assessment should be prepared.

It has been found that the proposed project, individually and/or cumuiatively MAY have a
significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
(EIS) is required.

Date

Exhibit 1. — Project Environmental Review Checklist Form
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Project:
Agency:

1.

10.

1.

EXPLANATION TO RESPONSES

INITIAL ST

UDY CHECKLIST

Geology, Soils and Topography
a.

b.

c.

Water Resources

ir Quality

—xPpPTTS@™me o

Botanical Resources

3

mMeT OS>

ish and Wildlife

griculture

XEp<cro-

<

Natural Resources
Z.

Cultural Resources
aa.

bb.

cc.

dd.

ee.

ff

Land Use and General Plan Consistency

99.
hh.

ii.
Recreation
i
Aesthetics
kk.

Exhibit 1. — Project Envirc
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12. Utilities
Il.
mm.
13. Hazardous Materials
nn.
14. Infrastructure
00.
15. Socioeconomic
pp.
16. Mandatory Findings of Significance
qq.
Ir.

REGIONAL INS ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICER REVIEW
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[l | have reviewed the Project Environmental Review Checklist and the proposed project
COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEPA document should
not be prepared.

[l | have reviewed the Project Environmental Review Checklist and sufficient information
regarding the potential impacts of the project is missing. Additional information or
investigations are necessary.

[ I have reviewed the Project Environmental Review Checklist and the proposed project,
individually and/or cumulatively MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and
additional NEPA documents are required.

Name

Title

Date

Signature

Last Updated 5/20/02

Exhibit 1. — Project Environmental Review Checklist Form
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

|
This PEA documents an analysis of potelntliajll impact associated with a 10-year program
to install RVS systems within the Central R(Eagion of INS. As a programmatic document,
or planning level analysis, many precise de&ails of the program are not known and are
deferred to a later time when additional en;fvironmental compliance activities would be
undertaken. Each location where RVS syrstéms will be installed is part of an integrated
program for addressing the purpose and neéd and therefore represents a Federal action

requiring NEPA analysis.

At the present time, expanding the use of RVS systems in the Central Region includes
the installation of up to 1,556 additional RV?S systems over the next 10 years. It should
be noted that this number is a planning Ie\}el analysis and the actual number of RVS
systems required will vary depending upon énforcement strategies and their function will
continually be evaluated on a site specific bésis. Currently, the Central Region of INS is
operating approximately 61 RVS systems Nith 30 in the El Paso Sector, 19 in the Del
Rio Sector, and 12 in the Laredo Sector. |

The Region Of Influence (ROI) for all alternétives includes those counties in the Central
Region of INS that share an international t;)order. More specifically, the ROI includes

those counties illustrated in Figures 3-1 and ?-2 and listed by state in Table 3-1.

The potential for environmental affects varyf: by location and resource considered. An
appropriate level of detail is reflected in 'thé description of the different portions of the

ROI and the effected environment for each résource.

3.1 Physical Resources

3.1.1 Soils w

Penn State’s Earth System Science Ce‘ntejr (ESSC) has divided the central United
States border region into seven broad land E:resource regions, which include the Rocky
Mountain Range and Forest Region, Northern Great Plains Spring Wheat Region,
Northern Lake States Forest and Forage Reigion, Western Range and Irrigated Region,

and the Southwest Plateaus and Plains Rande and Cotton Region (Figure 3-3).

RVS Programmatic EA f Draft
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Table 3-1. States and Correspg

nding Counties within the ROI
r . .

Counties
Glacier Phillips

Terreli Hidalgo

L

Montana
Toole Valley
Liberty Daniels
Hill Sheridan
North Dakota Divide Rolette
Burke Towner
Renville Cavalier
Bottineau Pembina
Kittson Carlton
. Roseau St. Louis
Minnesota Lake of the Woods | Lake
Koochiching Cook
. . Douglas Ashland
Wisconsin Bayfield iron
New Mexico Hidalgo Dona Ana
Luna
El Pasp Kinney
Hudspeth Maverick
Jeff Davis Webb
Texas Presidio Zapata
Brewster Starr
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Most state Natural Resource Conservatioin Service (NRCS) offices maintain more
detailed soil surveys for planning present ziand future uses of these lands. These saoil
surveys include more detailed soil descwripﬁ:ions that characterize soils series that are
present in a specific area. |

3.1.1.1 Northern Border Soils g
Three major land resource regions oc:cu?r along the northern border: The Rocky
Mountain Range and Forest Region, Northern Great Plains Spring Wheat Region, and

the Northern Lake States Forest and Forage Region (See Figure 3-3) (Soil Information
\

For Environmental Modeling and EcosysterrF Management 2001). A brief description of

these land resource regions are given in the following sections.

|
|
Rocky Mountain Range and Forest Region ;

The Rocky Mountain Range and Forest Region includes central and western Montana.
The Rocky Mountain Range and Forest iRegion soils are described as a rugged
mountainous region, that contain some \br#ad valleys and remnants of high plateaus.
The average annual precipitation ranges Tfrorin 20 to 40 inches in much of the region, but
it is less than 9.8 inches in some valleys anid more than 50 inches or more on some of
the mountain peaks. The average annual tq%emperature is generally 39 to 44° F, but it
ranges from 35 to 50° F. The freeze-free p%riod is 100 to 140 days in most valleys and
basins, but it is 40 days or less in the high rrinountains where frost occurs every month of
the year. Glaciers cover some of the highes‘F mountains, and the ground is permanently
frozen. The freeze-free period on foothills n? the southern part is as long as 160 days.
Ustolls, Ochrepts, and Ustalfs are the dom;ihant soil suborders in valleys and on lower
mountain slopes. Ochrepts, Borolls, and Ort}hents are the dominant suborders on upper
mountain slopes and crests. Orthents and a;feas of rock outcrop are extensive on steep

mountain slopes, and Fluvents and Aquolls ajlre the soil suborders present in valleys.

Grazing is the leading land use in the valléys and in the mountains, but lumbering is
important in some of the forested mountai}n areas. Use of the land for recreation is
important throughout this region. Irrigation IS practiced in some of the valleys and dry
farming in others. Grain and forage for Iivestbck are the main crops. Beans, sugar beets,
peas, and seed crops are also grown in pljaces where soils, climate, and markets are

favorable.

RVS Programmatic EA | Draft




Northern Great Plains Spring Wheat Reqiong

The Northern Great Plains Spring Wheat Rebion includes the area from central Montana
to the extreme western portion of Minnesota. Soils are described as fertile, with smooth
topography dominating the region that is favorable for agriculture, but the low
precipitation and short growing season sevérely limit the crops that can be grown. The
average annual precipitation ranges from 9 'fo 22 inches. A large part of the precipitation
falls during the growing season. The averagie annual temperature is 39 to 48 °F in most
of this region. The freeze-free period rang|es§from 100 to 155 days, increasing from north

to south.

Borolls and Aquolls are the dominant soiﬁ suborders in this region. Borolls are on
uplands, and Aquolls are in low wet areas énd along streams. Aquolls are extensive in
the Red River Valley in the eastern part of the region. Some of the Borolls have a high
content of sodium, and some of the Aquoll}s have a high content of sodium and lime.
Other important soil sub orders are Orthenté on steep slopes and Ustolls in the southern
part of the region. Spring wheat grown by dry farming methods is the major crop. Other
spring grains, flax, and hay are also grown.}Potatoes, sugar beets, soybeans, and corn
are important crops in the Red River Valley.

Northern Lake States Forest and Forage Reéion

The Northern Lake States Forest and Fc»raée Region includes western Minnesota east
through Wisconsin. In the region, soils are p}oorly suited for cultivation due to the short,
cool growing seasons, which severely limit aigriculture in this region. The average annual
precipitation ranges from 20 to 32 inches jwith maximum rainfall occurring during the
growing season. The average annual tem@erature is 35 to 44° F, and the freeze-free

period ranges from 95 to 145 days.

The more or less freely drained Boralfs aré the dominant soil suborders. Aqualfs and
Aquepts suborders occur on wet uplands ar§1d in depressions. Psamments and Orthods
suborders mainly in the northeast) are on% sand plains. The soil order Histosols are
located in wet low areas and in bogs. A3 large part of this region is forested, and
lumbering and recreation are the principal u%ses. Mining is a major industry in all parts of
the region except in the east. Forage and spme grains grown for dairy cattle and other

livestock are the main crops in the farmed ‘aggas. Locally, potatoes and vegetables for
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canning are important crops within the fégion (Soil Information For Environmental

Modeling and Ecosystem Management 20011).

3.1.1.2 Southern Border

The southern border is divided into four Iarjnd resource regions: the Western Range and
Irrigated Region, the Western Great Plains jand Irrigated Region, the Southwest Plateaus
and Plains Range and Cotton Region, anqj the Atlantic and Gulf Coast Lowland Forest
and Crop Region occur near the south cehtrzal border (See Figure 3-3); however, only
the Western Range and Irrigated Region, ajnd the Southwest Plateaus and Plains Range
and Cotton Region occur in the ROI (Soil Information For Environmental Modeling and
Ecosystem Management 2001). A brief déécription of these land resource regions are

given in the following sections.

Western Range and Irrigated Region

The Western Range and lIrrigated Regiorﬁ includes southern New Mexico and west
Texas east to Brewster County. This is a semi-desert to desert region of plateaus,
plains, basins, and many isolated mountainju ranges. The average annual precipitation is
9.8 inches or less in most of the plains and ib‘asins but more than 50 inches falls annually
on some of the higher mountains. In the‘southern portion of the region, most of the
precipitation falls as rain during the warm season, but elsewhere most of the
precipitation falls during the cool season. In most of this region, the average annual

temperature is 44 to 55° F, but it ranges from 36° F at the higher elevations in the north

to more than 70° F in some of the lowlands in the south. The freeze-free period ranges
from less than 90 days in the north and inisome of the higher mountains, to more than

240 days in the southern portion of the regi@h.

Orthids, Fluvents, Orthents, and Xererts ?re soil suborders found extensively on the
plains and plateaus and in valleys throughc}tjt the region. Xerolls, Ochrepts, and Boralfs
suborders occur on mountain slopes. While the Argids suborder occur on plains and in
basins. The Orthents suborder occurs prinjqrily on mountain slopes. Much of the land in
this region is used for range, but irrigation i;s‘practiced in places where water is available
and the soils are suitable. Feed crops for ziiVestock are grown on much of the irrigated

land while peas, beans, and sugar beets arcla‘common commercial crops.
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Southwest Plateaus and Plains Range and Cotton Region

The Southwest Plateaus and Plains RanQe and Cotton Region spans from eastern
Brewster County, Texas to the Guif of Mexico at the southern tip of Texas. This region is
in the warmer part of the southern (Sréat Plains. High temperatures accompany
moderate precipitation, and precipitation éﬁectiveness is low. The average annual
precipitation is 20 to 30 inches throughout rr;ost of the region, but extremes in the region
range between 15 and 35 inches. Generally, much of the precipitation falls in spring and
in autumn. The average annual temperaturé ranges from 61 to 72° F. The freeze-free
period ranges from 210 to more than 325 déys, increasing in length from north to south.
Freeze-free years are common in the extremje southern part of the region.

The major soil suborders on uplands are A}rgids and Orthids in the west and Ustalfs,
Ustolls, and Usterts in the east. Ustolls ajnd Usterts are especially prominent in the
southeast. The shallow Orthents suborder ojccurs on uplands throughout the region. Soll
temperatures generally are higher than 72° F south of the Edwards Plateau. Slopes
range from steep to nearly level. Rangeland is the dominant land use in most of this
region, but wheat, grain sorghum, and ()thér small grains are grown in places where
soils, topography, and moisture supply are%favorable. Cotton grown under irrigation is
important in the southeast portion of the region. Citrus fruits and winter vegetables are
grown in the lower Rio Grande Valley (Soil Ijnformation For Environmental Modeling and

Ecosystem Management 2001).

3.1.1.3 Prime and Unique Farmland

The Farmiand Protection Policy Act of 1980 ﬁand 1995 requires identification of proposed
actions that would affect any lands classiifie%:i as prime or unique farmlands. The NRCS
describes prime farmland as having the ﬁest combination of physical and chemical
characteristics for producing food, feed, ﬁljoer, forage, oilseed, and other agricultural
crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and labor, and without intolerable
soil erosion. (7U.S.C. 4201(c)(1)(A)). U\niqiue farmland is farmland other than prime
farmland, that is used for the production of sjpecific high-value food and fiber crops such
as citrus, tree nuts, olives, cranberries, fruitis, and vegetables. (7 U.S.C. 4201(c)(1)(B)).
Additional farmland of statewide or local imbonance, is land identified by state or local
agencies for agricultural use, but not of lwat?onal significance. (7 U.S.C. 420i(c)(1)(C)).

The NRCS administers this act to preservé farmlands and reduce that rate at which
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farmlands are converted to non-agriculturaj uses. Coordination with local NRCS offices
is necessary to determine if a proposed action will affect any lands classified as prime or
unique farmlands. ‘

Summary of Procedures for Determining Prime Farmland
To determine if prime or unique farmlands are present in an area that may be affected
by a proposed action, the following steps must be taken to ensure all guideline

provisions are followed:

1. Consult with appropriate NRCS State office or USDA State Land Use Committee
chairperson for technical data and assistance. First, examine the NRCS
Important Farmlands inventory/Important Farmlands Maps (7 CFR Part 657.1).
Then examine the NRCS Statewide list of soil mapping units and results of
standard soil surveys (7 CFR Part 657.4).

2. If the proposed action may have an adverse effect on a prime or unique
farmland, then an environmental assessment should be prepared. if an EIS is to
be prepared, USDA should review the draft EIS.

3. Identify alternatives or appropriate mitigation measures.

3.1.2 Cultural Resources

3.1.2.1 Cultural Ovetrview

The NHPA of 1966 establishes the Federal government’s policy to provide leadership in
the preservation of historic properties and% to administer Federally owned or controlied
historic properties in a spirit of stewardshipi The NHPA established the Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to adv&cate full consideration of historic values in
Federal decision-making; review Fedeijral programs and policies to promote
effectiveness, coordination, and consisteﬁcy with national preservation policies; and
recommend administrative and Iegislativé improvements for protecting our Nation's
heritage with due recognition of other natioﬁal needs and priorities. In addition the NHPA
also established the State Historic Presen}ation Officers (SHPO) to administer national
historic preservation program on the state ievel and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers

(THPO) on tribal lands where appropriaté. The NHPA also establishes the National
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Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The NRHP is the Nation's official list of cultural
resources worthy of preservation and protection. Properties listed in the Register include
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in American history,
architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture. The National Park Service
administers the NRHP.

Section 106 of the NHPA requires the USBP to identify and assess the effects of its
actions on cultural resources. The USBP must consult with appropriate State and local
officials, Indién tribes, applicants for Federal assistance, and members of the public and
consider their views and concerns about historic preservation issues when making final
project decisions. The historic preservation review process mandated by Section 106 is
outlined in regulations issued by the Council. Revised regulations, "Protection of Historic
Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), became effegtive January 11, 2001.

Several other important pieces of Iegisla;ion include the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA), along with EO 13007 and EO 13175.
NAGPRA mandates the USBP to summarize, inventory, and repatriate cultural items in
the possession of or control of the Federal agency to lineal descendants or to culturally
affiliated Federally recognized Indian tribes. The Act also requires that certain
procedures be followed when there is an Fntentional excavation of or an inadvertent
discovery of cultural items. EO 13007 was issued on May 24, 1996 in order to facilitate
the implementation of the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978. It specifically
charges Federal agencies to: (1) accommodjate, to the extent practical, American Indian
access to and use of sacred sites by religious practitioners; (2) avoid adversely affecting
the physical integrity of sacred sites; and i(3) to maintain the confidentiality of these
sites. EO 13175 outlines the official U.S. government policy on consultation and
coordination with American Tribal governments. The order emphasizes formal
recognition of the American Indian Tribes’ status as...“domestic independent nations:
that have entered into treaties with the U.S. guaranteeing their right to self government.

It stipulates that this consultation would be d¢ne on a “government to government basis.”

Cultural resources consist of prehistoric and historic districts, sites, structures, artifacts,
and any other physical evidence of human activities considered important to a culture,

subculture, or community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other reasons. Cultural
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resources are typically divided into three 'major categories: archaeological resources,

architectural resources, and traditional cultural resources.

Archaeological resources are locations where prehistoric or historic activity measurably
altered the earth or produced deposits of physical remains (e.g., arrowheads, bottles).
Architectural resources include standing buildings, dams, canals, bridges, and other
structures of historic or aesthetic signiﬁcanée. Architectural resources generally must be
more than 50 years old to be considered for inclusion in the NRHP. However, more
recent structures, such as Cold War era resources, may warrant protection if they
manifest “exceptional significance” or the. potential to gain significance in the future.
Traditional cultural resources are resourceé associated with cultural practices and beliefs
of a living community that are rooted in ité history and are important in maintaining the
continuing cultural identity of the community. Traditional resources may include
archaeological resources, locations of historic events, sacred areas, sources of raw
material used to produce tools and sacred objects, topographic features, traditional

hunting or gathering areas, and native plants or animals.

Under Federal regulation, only significant cultural resources warrant consideration with
regard to adverse impacts resulting from a Federal undertaking. Significant
archaeological, architectural, and traditional resources include those that are eligible or
recommended as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The significance of Native American
and Euroamerican archaeological resourcbs is evaluated according to the criteria for
eligibility to or inclusion to the NRHP as dé%ﬁned in 36 CFR 60.4 and in consultation with
the SHPO. As established in the following criteria, the quality of significance is present in
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that:

1. are associated with events ithat have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of history; or

2. are associated with the lives of persons significant in the past, or

3. embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, represent the work of a master, possess high artistic value
or represent a significant ahd distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction, or

4. have yielded, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory
or history.

Appendix B includes a list of all NRHP listed properties in the counties comprising the

ROl along with the closest town. In additioh to these resources, there can be properties
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and sites that are NRHP-eligible but are not listed on the NRHP as well as traditional
cultural resources. It should also be noted that this list only represents known cultural
resources and is not an extensive list of all cultural resources within the region. The

NRHP is constantly being updated and revised with new properties.

3.1.2.2 The Section 106 Review Process

The USBP must determine whether it's undertaking could affect cultural resources in
order to initiate the Section 106 review process. If there is no potential to affect historic
properties then the USBP has no further Section 106 obligations. If there is a potential
that either known or unknown historic properties could be affected then the USBP must
identify the appropriate SHPO and/or THPO to consult with during the process. In
addition the USBP should also plan to involve the public, and identify other potential
consulting parties such as the appropriate Federally recognized tribes that may claim a
cultural affinity to the Area of Potential Effect (APE).

Once that it has been determined that the USBP’s undertaking could affect known or
potential cultural resources it is necessary to identify all cultural resources within the
APE. As a result the USBP would conduct reviews of background information, consult
with SHPO/THPO as well as others, seek information from knowledgeable parties, and
conduct additional studies as necessary. Often these efforts would include a standing
structures survey and archaeological survey of the area in order to identify potential
cultural resources that may be impacted. Cultural resources that are identified are
evaluated against the National Park Service’'s published criteria outlined above in order
to determine if they are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. If the USBP finds that no
potentially eligible or eligible cultural resources are present or affected it then provides
documentation to the SHPO/THPO and barring any objections proceeds with its
undertaking. If potentially eligible or eligible cultural resources are present then the

USBP will proceed to assess possible adverse impacts

The USBP, in consultation with the SHPO/THPO, makes an assessment of potential
adverse effects on the identified cultural resources based on the criteria found in the

ACHP’s regulations. Potential adverse impacts may include but are not limited to:
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¢ physical destruction or damage

o alteration inconsistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties (see www2.cr.nps.gov/tps/secstan1.htm for
more information)

relocation of the property

change in the character of the property's use or setting

introduction of incompatible visual, atmospheric, or audible elements

neglect and deterioration

transfer, lease, or sale out of Federal confrol without adequate preservation
restrictions

If the SHPO and/or THPO agree that there will be no adverse effect, the USBP would
proceed with the undertaking and any agreed upon conditions. If it is determined that
there is an adverse effect the USBP would begin consultation to seek ways to avoid,

minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects.

The USBP would consult with the appropriate SHPO and/or THPO and others who may
include Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian organizations, local governments, permit or
license applicants, and members of the public to resolve adverse effects to cultural
resources. The ACHP may also participate in the consultation process. The consultation
process usually results in a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which outlines the
agreed-upon measures that the USBP would take to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the
adverse effects. If the MOA is executed the USBP would proceed with its undertaking
under the terms of the MOA and the Sectioh 106 process is complete.

3.1.2.3 Cultural History

Prehistoric occupation in the United Statesi is generally divided into three major periods
that vary regionally: the Paleo-Indian Period, dating from ca. 12,000 B.C. to ca [varies
regionally] B.C., the Archaic Period (ca. [varies regionally]) B.C. to ca. [varies regionally]
B.C.), and, in the East and Midwest, the Woodland Period; in the West, the Formative
Period, or the Fremont Period, and the Late Prehistoric Period; and in the South, the
Woodland and Mississippian Periods. These periods are commonly subdivided into
smaller temporal phases based on particular characteristics of the artifact assemblages
encountered in each of the archeological regions of the United States. The prehistoric
periods and corresponding phases are defined by the presence of particular diagnostic
artifacts such as projectile points, certain types of pottery, and occasionally, particular site
locations. For the Historic period, documentary information more often is used to
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distinguish certain phases; nevertheless, particular artifacts also can be used to recognize

certain historic affiliations.

Paleo-Indian (10,000-[varies regionally] B.C.)

The nature and temporal position of the first people in southern Arizona is a subject of
debate. Most researchers contend that successive migrations occurred throughout the
latter part of the Pleistocene, coinciding with global temperature drops that resulted in
massive guantities of water being frozen. As the ice caps increased in size, sea levels
dropped, exposing land bridges in the areas where the sea was the most shallow. One of
these land bridges connected Alaska with Siberia across the Bering Strait. This land
bridge has successively appeared and disappeared over the last 100,000 years as
temperatures fiuctuated. "Early man sites" or Pre-clovis sites in the New World, those
defined as being occupied prior to 12,000 years ago, have been reported within the United
states but are not wholly accepted. The Paleo-indian people hunted large and small
game and gathered wild edible plants for su‘bsistence. Artifacts from this period include
lanceolate, fluted spear points along with scrapers, gravers, choppers, and knives

chipped from stone.

Archaic ([varies regionally]-[varies regiohally] B.C.)

The cultural remains of Archaic people, post-Pleistocene foragers, are more common
manifestations than those of Paleo-Indian populations. By about 10,000 B.P. a gradual
change to a warmer, drier environment resulting in the extinction of many of the big
game animals stimulated a change in adaptive strategies. This change in adaptive
strategies is referred to as the archaic period, and was reflected in the tool content of
these cultures. Grinding equipment for the processing of vegetal foods, roasting ovens,
rock-lined hearths, a more restricted and perhaps more consistently scheduled pattern of
mobility indicated by intensive repeated occupation at some sites, local resource usage,
and a variety of notched stemmed projectile point-knives serve to differentiate Archaic
complexes from those of the proceeding Paleo-Indian Period. The archaic period also
saw the utilization of a diverse array of modern species in diffuse foraging economies,
along with a greater reliance on plant food resources. Faunal remains recovered from
these sites included bones of fish, deer, turkey, squirrel, prairie chicken, raccoon, and

other small game.
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Woodland Period (varies regionally) ‘

The Woodland Period is generally seen as the tﬁansition between the Late Archaic and
the agricultural Mississippian Period cultures. iThe people of this period continued
hunting and gathering practices as those of thé earlier archaic period but in addition
adopted farming (squash, sunflowers, and corn),ipottery making, and in some areas the
use of the bow and arrow. 1

Mississippian Period (varies regionally)

The Mississippian Period has been identified in th(% Southeast. . This period is marked by
several distinctive cultural traits, including flat-topped temple mounds, the use of shell
temper in ceramics, distinctive ceramic forms chh as effigy vessels, elaborate burial
ceremonialism, the establishment of small viIIagies, and the cultivation of maize, beans

and squash. i

|
Late Prehistoric Period (varies regionally)

The Late Prehistoric Period is identified in som% areas of the Southwest, particularly
Texas and Colorado. The period is marked by the introduction of new technologies such
as the bow and arrow along with continued populjation growth in the region. This period
marked the tranisition from nomadic hunters anlp gatherers relying on wild plants and
animals to a more sedentary people who prgcticed agriculture and lived in more

hierarchical chiefdom societies. Agricultural!remains include maize and typical

archaeological remains include ceramic pottery, storage pits, hearths, and small

triangular projectile points. ‘
!
Formative (varies regionally) ‘

This Formative Period is identified in some areas} of the west following the Archaic. The
Formative period refers to the prehistoric ceramic—!making agriculturists. It was during this
period that agriculture was introduced into the a}ea. As a result groups became more
sedentary, living longer in one location. Small villjbges and the remains of their pithouses
and masonry can be identified archaeologically.? Different stages or phases within the
Formative Period are characterized by the pres:ence of ground stone tools, used for

processing food, specific ceramic types, and remajins of structures including pithouses.
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Freemont Period (varies regionally)

The Freemont Period has been identified by archaeologist in Colorado and the Great
Basin. It is largely defined by the adoption of agriculture (i.e. squash, sunflower, beans,
and maize) but also included full and part-time farmers and foragers, dependent on
location and season. The Period is also known for the appearance of semi-subterranean

structures and storage pits as well as above ground granaries.

Historic Period (varies regionally)

The Historic period in the souuthwest began with the Spanish explorations by Fray
Marcos de Niza in 1539 and Francisco Vasquez de Coronado, Melachor Diaz, and
Alarcon in 1540. In 1543, a party under Hernando De Soto discovered the Mississippi
River while engaged in a lengthy journey through what is now the American Southeast.
Landing in Florida in 1539, they passed through modern Georgia, North and South
Carolina and Tennessee, and eventually reached the Mississippi River. There, on the
west bank of the river, in the Indian province of Guachoya, De Soto died in late May of
1542 and his men, fearing local natives might defile his body, placed it in the river.
Shortly thereafter, the remnants of the party attempted to reach the Spanish settlements
in Nueva Espafia by marching west, but this effort failed and they returned to the
Mississippi River, where they constructed boats and sailed downstream, reaching the
Gulf of Mexico in July 1543 (Swanton 1979). The interior parts of the Unites States did
not see European contact till much later. This initial contact was the result of the
expeditions of Lewis and Clark, along with French and English Fur traders, and French
Catholic Missionaries. These initial contacts were devastating on Indian populations.
Native American populations experienced extreme population decline and relocation
during this early contact period. Contact period resources could include archaeological
sites, objects and standing structures or remains of structures. The Historic period
continues to the present time. Each state has a set of historic contexts that have been
defined by that state’s SHPO and sis used as a context for evaluating the NRHP
eligibility of resources.

3.1.3 Water Resources
The primary Federal law that protects waters of the United States is the Clean Water Act
(CWA) of 1972. This Act was passed by Congress with two major goals: 1) to prohibit

the discharge of pollutants into waters, and 2) to improve water quality levels to where
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they are safe for recreation and wildlife and fisheries purposes. This act protects all
waters of the U.S. from streams and rivers to lakes, reservoirs, and even aquifers. Each
state has a water resources division that is required to identify water bodies that do not
meet EPA standards. Along with implementing Federal regulations, these statewide

departments offer further protection to the local water resources:

Montana Department of Environmental Quality, Water Resources Division
North Dakota State Water Commission

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Waters

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water

New Mexico Environment Department

Texas Water Development Board

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission

Another Federal law that protects water resources is the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA), which was passed by Congress in 1974. Since 1974, the SDWA has been
amended twice. This Act was designed to regulate all public drinking water supplies,
such as public wells, springs, lakes, and rivers, in order to protect public health. The

EPA is responsible for setting the drinking water standards.

Individual abbreviated EAs will be developed for each of the proposed RVS sites. These
EAs will further discuss site-specific surface and groundwater features that may be
affected by the proposed project. A general discussion on surface and groundwater can
be found below. This PEA addresses general water resources found in those border

counties in the ROL.

3.1.3.1 Surface Water
Northern Border

Major surface water systems along the northern border are in intricate network of

streams, rivers, lakes, ponds, and reservoirs. These states contain numerous smaller
water bodies and the quantity increases from west to east. Western Montana is
characterized by the Rocky Mountains and moving eastward through much of North
Dakota, there is little surface water and few streams and rivers. Eastern North Dakota,
Minnesota, and Wisconsin experience a higher rainfall and more surface waters due to

the temperate climate.
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The Red River runs south-north and is the border between North Dakota and Minnesota.
Minnesota and Wisconsin contain the most surface waters of the four northern border
states in the ROI. The two states share part of their northern border with Lake Superior
and other international waters. Much of Minnesota and Wisconsin are covered with small
lakes with many streams and rivers linking them. Along with Lake Superior, Minnesota
shares Rainy Lake and Lake of the Woods with Canada. These lakes are connected by
Rainy River, which eventually flows into Lake Superior. The St. Louis River empties into

Lake Superior at the Wisconsin and Minnesota State Border.

Surface water pollution comes from various sources depending on the state. Montana’'s
main source is from non-point sources, while North Dakota, Minnesota, and Wisconsin
list runoff from agriculture and industry as their primary sources. Wisconsin also has a

problem with airborne pollutants, especially mercury, settling into lakes (EPA 2001c).

Southern Border

Much of the ROI along the southern border is considered arid; however, in south Texas,
towards the Gulf of Mexico, the climate tends to get more semiarid or subtropical and
water bodies increase closer to the coast (U.S. Forest Service (USFS) 2001). The arid
climate over much of the southern: ROI results in the majority of the drainage channels
being dry most of the year; however, moisture amounts tend to increase traveling west
to east. Rivers and streams that flow periodically due to fluctuations in precipitation are
referred to as being ephemeral. Intermittent waterways are those that flow as a result of
seasonal precipitation for the most part. Perennial waterways are those that have

permanent water throughout the year.

There are no major surface waters within the border counties of New Mexico except the
Rio Grande in Dona Ana County. Texas is bound on the south by the Rio Grande from
the New Mexico-Texas state line to the Gulf of Mexico. The Rio Grande also serves as
the international border between Texas and Mexico. Amistad and Falcon International
Reservoirs are the two major surface water bodies located along the Rio Grande in

Texas.
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Runoff in the form of agricultural, sewage, and recreational activities account for the
major surface water pollutants in New Mexico and Texas. In New Mexico, non-point

sources account for over 90% of their water pollution problems (EPA 2001c).

3.1.3.2 Ground Water
Northern Border

There are six major aquifer systems found in the northern border ROI (Table 3-2). Most

of the primary aquifers in the area are created from sandstone. Sandstone aquifers
typically have low to moderate water conductivity; however, since they cover large

amounts of area, these aquifers produce large quantities of water (USGS 2001). The

Table 3-2. Primary Aquifers Along the Northern Border

| State | Aquifr | RockType |

Montana

North Dakota

Minnesota

Northern Rocky Mountain
Infermontane Basins aquifer system

Unconsolidated sand and
gravel aquifer

Lower Tertiary aquifers

Sandstone aquifer

Lower Cretaceous aquifers

Sandstone aquifer

Paleozoic aquifers

Sandstone and carbonate-
rock aquifer

Upper Cretaceous aquifers
Lower Tertiary aquifers

Sandstone aquifer
Sandstone aquifer

Upper Cretaceous aquifers

Sandstone aquifer

Paleozoic aquifers

Sandstone and carbonate-
rock aquifer

Lower Cretaceous aquifers

Lower Cretaceous aquifers

Sandstone aquifer

Sandstone aquifer

Source: EPA 2001c.

majority of the population in Montana, North Dakota, Minnesota, and Wisconsin rely on

Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer system | Sandstone aquifer
| Wisconsin | Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer system | Sandstone aquifer

groundwater as their main source of drinking water (EPA 2001c).

Pollution to aquifer systems is becoming a problem for the four northern border states.
Increases in population along the international border and the human activities

associated with these increases bring new threats to the aquifers. Other pollution
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sources occur from agricultural anq petroleum facilities, poor methods of waste disposal,
and pesticides. Montana is implementing a new statewide groundwater protection plan
to combat their pollution problems. North Dakota, Minnesota, and Wisconsin have on-
going assessments of groundwater and protection programs designed to help alleviate

pollution problems and clean-up efforts (EPA 2001c).

Southern Border

Four major aquifer systems are found in the counties along the southern borders of New
Mexico and Texas (Table 3-3). Thése aquifers are primarily made of sand except for the
Edwards-Trinity aquifer system, Which is formed of sandstone and carbonate-rock.
Semiconsolidated sand aquifers foynd in south Texas “are of fluvial, deltaic, and shallow
marine origin” and tend to consist of saline water (USGS 2001). New Mexico and west
Texas borders have primarily ‘unconsolidated sand and gravel aquifers. The
unconsolidated aquifers in the southwestern U.S. are called basin-filled aquifers. They
tend to have fairly good water supply features and some are linked to nearby carbonate-
rock aquifers (USGS 2001). While less than half of the state of Texas relies on
groundwater as their primary watbr supply, approximately 90% of New Mexico uses

groundwater as their main source (ﬁEPA 2001c).

Table 3-3. Prima Aquifers Along the Southern Border

*
__State | Aquifer |  RockType |

Unconsolidated sand and

i Rio Grande aquifer system ;
New Mexico o Grande aquifer sy ravel aquifer

Unconsolidated sand and

Rio Grande aquilfer system gravel aquifer

Sandstone and carbonate-

Edwards-Trinity: aquifer system rock aquifer

Texas

Semiconsolidated sand

Texas coastal uplands aquifer system aquifer

Semiconsolidated sand
aquifer

Coastal lowlands aquifer system

Source: EPA 2001c.

Primary sources of groundwater pollution in New Mexico and Texas come from industrial

sources, such as mining and petroleum, and poor waste disposal practices (EPA 2001c).
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Ground water protection programs have been estéblished in both New Mexico and

Texas.

3.1.3.3 Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.

Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.

Section 404 of the CWA of 1977 (P.L. 95-217) authorizes the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to issue permits for the discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Waters of the United States
are further defined as all other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, mudflats,
sand flats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, natural

ponds, or impoundments of waters, tributaries of waters, and territorial seas.

Jurisdictional wetlands are defined as “areas that are inundated or saturated at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do
support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions”
(40 CFR 230.3). Three mandatory technical criteria for determining the presence of a
wetland are (1) hydric soils, (2) hydrophytic vegetation, and (3) wetland hydrology.
Jurisdictional wetlands as outlined by the U.S. Army3 Corps of Engineers (USACE) Field
Guide for Wetland Delineations (1987) are referred to as “wetlands” throughout this

section.

Activities that result in the dredging and/or filling of jurisdictional Waters of the United
States including wetlands are regulated under Sectian 404 of the CWA. The USACE has
established Nationwide Permits (NWPs) to efficientlj authorize common activities, which
do not significantly impact waters of the U.S. The NWPs were modified and reissued by
the USACE in the Federal Register (Volume 61, Number 241) on 13 December 1996,
with an effective date of 11 February 1997. The USACE has the responsibility to
authorize permitting under a NWP, or to require an Individual Permit. The Supreme
Court ruling in the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers case (“SWANCC”, Case No. 99-1178) on January 9, 2001 restricted the
Environmental Protection Agency and U.S. Army Corps of Engineer's regulatory
authority under Clean Water Act. This ruling eliminates the CWA jurisdiction over
isolated, non-navigable, and intrastate waters used as habitat by migratory birds. Waters
of the United States specifically affected by the SWANCC ruling include: intrastate lakes,

RVS Programmatic EA Draft
3-22



rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs

prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds.

Wetland Types
There are many wetland types along the northern and southern border regions of the

United States. Wetlands are abuhdant due to tidal effect of the Gulf of Mexico in the
south and the glaciated region of the north, coupled with the influence of Lake Superior
on Wisconsin and Minnesota create an eclectic landscape. Wetland types within the ROI
include wet meadows, prairie potholes, playa lakes, bottomland hardwoods, tidal

marshes, northern bogs, and fens.

Over the past century wetlands have experienced intensive use, modification,
degradation, and more recently, eﬁons at conservation. Degradation of wetlands takes
many forms. Flash flooding and extensive drying are probably most influential in wetland
modification; however, siltation, cattle grazing, algal pathogens, and various human
effects such as water diversions, farming practices, introduction of exotic species, and
recreational abuse may have detrimental effects on these unique habitats. Current
efforts to manage and conserve these habitats for a variety of uses are underway,
supported by government programs, non-profit organizations, and concerned land

owners.

Wetlands are invaluable natural resources that recharge groundwater supplies, reduce
the likelihood of flooding by storing storm water runoff, and provide critical habitat for the
survival of wildlife species. Historically, wetlands have been altered at an alarming rate
due to poor farming practices, urban sprawl, and lack of education on the function and
values of wetlands. The inception of the CWA has provided protection for wetlands and

strict consequences for those who violate this Act.

Northern Border Wetland Types
The north central border regions include the states of Wisconsin, Minnesota, North

Dakota, and Montana to Glacier Cpunty. A total of 19,268,692 square miles of wetlands
are among these north central states, of which many are located along the northern
borders (Tiner 1999). Many of these northern areas are glacially formed depressions

carved out by glacial action, formed by melting ice blocks left when the Wisconsin glacier
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retreated about 10,000 to 12,000 years ago. This forfmerly glaciated landscape is pocket
marked with an immense number of palustrine wetilands that include prairie potholes,
wet meadows, bogs, forested swamps, and fens. The hydrology of palustrine wetlands is
affected by precipitation, surface water runoff, and% groundwater discharge in varying
combinations. Palustrine wetlands may be flooded ipermanently, periodically, or never
flooded, but must be saturated for extended periods during the year. Palustrine wetlands
are dominated by trees, shrubs, and persistent herbéceous plants that occur primarily in

freshwater areas (Tiner 1999).

Prairie potholes are glacially formed wetlands characteristic of the Upper Midwest.
Vegetation forms concentric bands of aquatic vegetation ranging from submerged and
floating aquatic plants to herbaceous vegetation groWing closer to the shore. The upper
Midwest is described as being one of the most impbrtant wetland regions in the world.
These areas are home to more than half of all North American migratory waterfowl; while
at the same time, nearly half of all the regions original prairie pothole wetlands are gone

due to poor agricultural practices (EPA 2001d).

Wet meadows are a type of marsh that commonly occurs in poorly drained areas such
as shallow lake basins, low lying farmland, and the land between shallow marshes and
upland areas. Wet meadows resemble grasslands |n many ways except during periods
of seasonal high water. These meadows are synonymous with nutrient rich soils, which

in turn has lead to destruction and encroachment due to farming (EPA 2001d).

Bogs are one of North America’s most distinctive weﬂands, in which they take hundreds,
if not thousands of years to develop. Bogs are characterized by spongy peat deposits,
acidic waters, and a floor of thick carpet of sphagnjum moss. Bogs are unique in that
they receive nearly all their water from precipitation. Historically, bogs declined rapidly as

they were drained for cropland and mined for peat (Tiner 1999).

Fens are peat-forming wetlands that are generally associated with low temperatures and
short growing seasons. Fens receive nutrients from éources other than precipitation and
they are less acidic and have higher nutrient levels fhan bogs (EPA 2001d). Because of
the large historical losses of this type of wetiand, rerhaining fens are rare and protecting

them has become crucial.
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Forested swamps are often inundated with floodwater from nearby rivers and streams,
which create highly organic nutrier;ﬂ rich soils. Over the past 200 years over 70 percent
of the Nation’s floodplain forestéd swamps have been lost for development and

agriculture expansion (EPA 2001d).

Southern Border Wetland Types

From the arid regions of New Mexico to the humid climates of the Texas coast, the

southern border includes a wide array of wetland types.

Southeastern Texas, which border}s the Gulf of Mexico, has a vast amount of wetlands
associated with its tidal marshes. Both tidal and nontidal marshes along with a scattering
of coastal potholes account for the majority of the wetlands that border the Texas Gulf

Coast.

The EPA defines marshes asi frequently or continually inundated with water,
characterized by emergent soft—s;temmed vegetation adapted to the saturated soil
conditions. Marshes maybe fresh, brackish (somewhat salty), or saline depending on the
distance from the Gulif of Mexico;iwith saline marshes located very near the Gulf and
salinity decreasing as the distancé from the Guif increases. Tidal marshes serve many
important functions. They serve as storm buffers from the sea, provide nesting habitat

for migratory species, and offer vital food and habitat for seafood.

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) reports some 89,000 acres of coastal
potholes found in southeastern Texas. Many shorebirds, songbirds, migrating waterfowl,

and waders are common to this type of habitat (Texas Water Resources Institute 2001).

West Texas and New Mexico’'s southern borders are arid regions that receive very little
rainfall annually but do support such wetlands as riverine and riparian ecosystems.
Riparian ecosystems are the deinant form of wetlands in this region. Riparian
landscapes are defined as ecotone;s or corridors between terrestrial and aquatic realms
(Malanson 1993). Riparian ecosystems provide essential habitat for many vertebrate
species and provide critical physi@al and biological linkages between water and land
(Gregory et al. 1991). Reproductioh and growth of vegetation in riparian ecosystems are

closely related with peak water flow and stream meandering. Thus, the establishment of
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riparian vegetation is diminished when stream flow is altered. Due to the scarcity of
water resources in the southwest, riparian ecosystbms have been altered by human
activities centered on such resources. Some human jimpacts to rivers and streams in the
southwestern regions are pumping for irrigation, channelization, and damming to create

energy, of which all compromise the integrity of thesé valued riparian ecosystems.

The largest river system in the south central border rkgion is the Rio Grande. The length
of the river is 1,885 miles, of which 1,242 miles forﬁns the border between Mexico and
the United States (Rio Grande/Rio Bravo Basin Coal;ition 2001). The Rio Grande and its
tributaries contribute to the majority of these wetland }riparian zones in the ROL.

3.1.4 Air Quality

3.1.4.1 Applicable Air Quality Statutes

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is ihe agency responsible for enforcing
the Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 and its 1977 and 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments
(CAAA). The purpose of the CAAA is to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS), to classify areas as to their attainment StatlLIS relative to the NAAQS, to develop
schedules and strategies to meet the NAAQS, anid to regulate emissions of criteria
poliutants and air toxics to protect the public health ar{d welfare. Under the CAA, individual
states are allowed to adopt air quality standards and?other‘ regulations provided that they
are at least as stringent as the Federal standards. The CAAA of 1990 established new

deadlines for the achievement of NAAQS, depending pn the severity of nonattainment.

3.1.4.2 Air Quality Management

The EPA established NAAQS, for specific poIIutanté determined to be of concern with
respect to the health and welfare of the general p@blic. The EPA defines ambient air
quality in 40 CFR 50 as "that portion of the atmospﬁpere, external to buildings, to which
the general public has access". Ambient air qualityi standards are intended to protect
public health and welfare and are classified asj either "primary" or "secondary"
standards. Primary standards define levels of air qu;E\Iity necessary to protect the public
health. National secondary ambient air quality stalndards define levels of air quality
necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of
a pollutant. The major pollutants of concern, or criteria pollutants, are carbon monoxide,

sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, suspended particulate matter less than ten
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microns, and lead. NAAQS repre%ent the maximum levels of background pollution that
are considered safe, with an adeqﬁate margin of safety, to protect the public health and
welfare. Short-term standards (1-, 8-'and 24-hour averaging periods) are established for
pollutants contributing to acute health effects, while long-term standards (annual
averages) are established for pollutants contributing to long-term health effects. The
NAAQS are included in Table 3-4| Areas that do not meet these standards are called
non-attainment areas; areas that meet both primary and secondary standards are known

as attainment areas.

Table 3-4. National Ambient Air Quality Standards

e
POLLUTANT | STANDARD VALUE* | STANDARD TYPE

Carbon Monoxide (CO)
8-hour average 9ppm (10mg/m°) P
1-hour average 35ppm (40mg/m°) P
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)
Annual arithmetic mean 0.053ppm (100p/m®) Pand S
Ozone (0;)
1-hour average 0.12ppm (235ug/m°) Pand S
8-hour average** 0.08ppm (157ug/m°) Pand S
Lead (Pb)
Quarterly average 1.5ug/m® Pand S
Particulate<10 micrometers (PM-1 0)
Annual arithmetic mean 50ug/m® P and S
24-hour average ‘ 150pg/m® Pand S
Particulate<2.5 micrometers (PM-2.5)
Annual arithmetic mean** } 15ug/m® Pand S
24-hour Average** | 65ug/m® Pand S
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)
Annual arithmetic mean 0.03ppm (80ug/m®) P
24-hour average 0.14ppm (365pg/m3) P
3-hour average 0.50ppm (130059/m3) S
Source: EPA 2001a. 1
Legend: P = Primary f S= Secondary
ppm = parts per millio mg/m = milligrams per cubic meter

ng/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

*Parenthetical value iﬁ‘ an approximately equivalent concentration.

**The ozone 8-hour standard and the PM 2.5 standards are included for
information only. A 1999 Federal court ruling blocked implementation of these
standards, which EPA proposed in 1997. EPA has asked the U.S. Supreme

Court to reconsider th?t decision.
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The EPA requires each state to develop a State Ir;nplementation Plan (SIP) that sets
forth how the CAA provisions will be implemente& within that state. The SIP is the
primary means for the implementation, maintenance, and enforcement of the measures
needed to attain and maintain compliance with the NAAQS within each state. To provide
consistency in different state programs and ensure that a state program complies with
the requirements of the CAA and EPA, approval of ihe SIP must be made by the EPA.
The purpose of the SIP is twofold. First, it must pro{j/ide a strategy that will result in the
attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS. Second:, it must demonstrate that progress

is being made in attaining the standards in each noné%lttainment area.
\

3.1.4.3 Summary of State Air Quality for the Crite+a Air Pollutants
Northern Border ‘

Montana is located in the EPA’s Region 8. The MorLtana Department of Environmental

Quality (MDEQ) is the state agency responsible f&r air quality management matters
(e.g., permitting). Montana’s Ambient Air Quality St%ndards are shown in Table 3-5. All
the counties located in Montana within the ROl are cuihrrently in attainment (EPA 2001a).
%
North Dakota is also located in the EPA’s Region 8. The North Dakota Department of
Health (NDDH) is the state agency in charge of perri:1itting, compliance, impact analysis,
and monitoring. Table 3-5 shows North Dakota‘s Ambient Air Quality Standards. The
ROI within North Dakota is currently in attainment fod? all criteria pollutants (EPA 2001b).

Minnesota is located in the EPA’s Region 5. The N/Iinnesota Pollution Control Agency
(MPCA) is the state agency in charge of monitoring 1pnvironmental quality and enforcing
environmental regulations. Table 3-5 shows Minnesﬁi)ta’s Ambient Air Quality Standards.
The ROI within Minnesota is currently in attainmknt for all criteria pollutants (EPA
2001b). |

Wisconsin is also located in the EPA’s Region 5. Wisconsin’s Department of Natural
Resources (WDNR) is responsible for implementing the laws of the state and, where
applicable, the laws of the Federal government that protect and enhance the natural

resources of the state. Table 3-5 shows Wisconsin’s, Ambient Air Quality Standards. The

ROI within Wisconsin is currently in attainment for all criteria pollutants (EPA 2001b).

|
|
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Table 3-6. State Ambient Air Quality Standards for States

Along the Southern B

order

*
| Pollutant | Standard Value | Standard Type
| NewMexico |

Source: NMED 2001 and TNRCC 2001.

Legend: ppm = parts per million
S=secondary

--- = no state standards are set NAAQS ar

Southern Border

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

8-hour average 8.7ppm Pand S
1-hour average 13.1ppm Pand S
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

Annual arithmetic mean | 0.05ppm | Pand S
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

Annual arithmetic mean 0.02ppm Pand S
24-hour average 0.10ppm Pand S
1-hour average —- -

New Mexico is located in the EPA’s Region 6. Thr Air Quality Bureau (AQB) under
rt

supervision of the New Mexico Environmental Depa
in charge of monitoring and enforcing air quality |
Mexico’s Ambient Air Quality Standards. Dona Ana (
violation of the NAAQS for ozone and PM-10; the
currently in attainment (EPA 2001b). As can be see

has state standards for carbon monoxide, nitrogen di

Texas is also located in the EPA’'s Region 6
Conservation Commission (TNRCC) is the state
remediation, and registration. Texas does not have
Currently, the NAAQS (See Table 3-4) are followed.
the NAAQS for ozone, carbon minoxide and PM-10;
currently in attainment (EPA 2001b).

3.1.5 Noise

ment (NMED) is the state agency
egulations. Table 3-6 shows New
Jounty in New Mexico is currently in
rest of the ROI within Mexico is
n from Table 3-6, New Mexico only

oxide, and sulfur dioxide.

The Texas Natural Resources
agency responsible for permitting,
state ambient air quality standards.
El Paso is currently in violation of

the rest of the ROl within Mexico is

Noise is Federally regulated by the Noise Control Act of 1972 (NCA). Although the NCA
tasks the EPA to prepare guidelines for acceptable ambient noise levels, it only charges

those Federal agencies that operate noise-producing facilities or equipment to

implement noise standards.
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Noise is generally described as unwanted soun
effects (hearing loss, damage to structures, €
annoyance). Sound is usually represented on

decibel (dB). Sound on the decibel scale is refe
human hearing is approximately 0 dB, and the
120 dB.

Noise levels are computed over a 24-hour perid
to produce the Day-Night average sound Ley
metric recommended by the EPA (EPA 1972)

agencies (Federal Interagency Committee On N

A DNL of 65 dB is the level most commonly
represents a compromise between community
construction which do cause noise. Areas exp
not considered suitable for residential use. The
below which there is effectively no adverse im
at which adverse health effects could be cred

very high annoyance levels make such areas u

3.2
In June of 1992 the USDA Forest Service for

management. Through this policy, a task forg

Biological Resources

classification system. By July of this same
Mapping Team (ECOMAP) was formed. EC
National Hierarchical Framework of Ecologica
Forest Service on November 5, 1993. Fron
established (Figure 3-4). The ecoregion map is
scaling levels, which consist of three ecologicz
Domain ecological units are used to describe
describe continental levels, and Province eco
levels (USFS 2001). For the purposes of this

describe vegetation types within the northern

d, which can be based either on objective
fc.) or subjective judgments (community
a logarithmic scale with a unit called the
rred to as a sound level. The threshold of

threshold of discomfort or pain is around

d and adjusted for nighttime annoyances
el (DNL). DNL is the community noise
and has been adopted by most Federal
loise [FICON] 1992).

used for noise planning purposes and
impact and the need for activities like
osed to DNL above 65 dB are generally
EPA identified a DNL of 55 dB as a level
pact (EPA 1972). This is the lowest level
ble in a DNL of 75 dB (EPA 1972). The

nsuitable for residential land use.

med and adopted a policy of ecosystem
e was formed to develop an ecological
year the Ecological Classification and
OMAP was then tasked to originate a
I Units, which was later adopted by the
n this, an ecological region map was
based upon three planning analysis and
| units: Domain, Division, and Province.
> global ecoregions, Division is used to
ogical units are used to depict regional
PEA, USFS Provinces will be used to

ROIl. Provinces, which are the lowest
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hierarchical level at the ecoregion scale are used in this PEA. The common and

scientific names of plants and animals used in this section are given in Appendix A.

3.2.1 Vegetation Communities

3.2.1.1 Northern Border

For the northern ROI there are several domain, division, and province ecological units
(Table 3-7).

Table 3-7. Ecological Regions in the Northern ROL

OO O OO OO O O 0O O @@ e
_ Domain | Division Province

Warm Continental Division Laurentian Mixed Forest Province

Humid Temperate | Hot Continental Division | L-ostom Broadleaf Forest
(Continental) Province

Domain —
Prairie Division Pralr.le Parkland (Temperate)
Province
Great Plains-Palouse Dry Steppe
Province
Dry Domain Temperate Steppe Division Great Plains Steppe Province

Northern Rocky Mountains —
Steppe — Coniferous — Forest —
Alpine Meadow Province

Source: USFS 1994.

The Northern Rocky Mountain Forest—Steppe—Coniferous Forest—Alpine Meadow
Province stretches into the northwestern third of Montana. This Province consists of
mountainous rugged terrain with flat to nearly flat valleys and is described as being
predominantly a mixed evergreen/deciduous forest. The two major forest types within
this area are Douglas fir and cedar-hemlock-Douglas fir. Other common tree species
that can be found throughout this province are western white pine, grand fir, western

larch and western ponderosa.

The Great Plains-Palouse Dry Steppe Province, which is found throughout the northern
two thirds of Montana and in the northwestern corner of North Dakota, is distinguished
by its rolling plains and isolated mountainous outcroppings. Shortgrass prairies
consisting of species such as sagebrush and rabbitbrush characterize vegetation within
the province. Other common species in this area are grama grass, wheatgrass, buffalo

grass, blazingstar, white prickly poppy, and the invasive Russian thistle.
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The Great Plains Steppe Province is known for its flat and rolling plains. This province
extends through the middle of North Dakota. This area is a combination of shortgrass
prairie and tallgrass prairie parkland. The common shortgrass prairie species found here
are blue grama, hairy grama, and buffalo grass. Tallgrass prairie species include little
bluestem, neddlegrass, and threadgrass. Other common species, which can be found
within the region, are the slender wheatgrass, galleta, and the purple three-awn. Woody
vegetation for the most part is void within this region except along floodplains where
cottonwood trees are the dominant species. Common forbs in the province are

broomweed, sunflowers, and ragweed.

The northeastern portion of North Dakota and the northwestern one-third of Minnesota
fall within the Prairie Parkland (Temperate) Province. The Prairie Parkland Province is
generally comprised of alternating prairie and deciduous forest ranging from rolling
plains to steep bluffs with a number of valleys. The vegetation in this area is known as
forest-steppe. Dominant grasses in the province are bluestem prairie, little bluestem,
Indian grass, and switchgrass. The upland forests that are located throughout the
eastern and western portion of the province are comprised of mainly oak and hickory

with scattered cottonwoods and American elm.

The middle one-third of Minnesota lies within the Eastern Broadleaf Forest (Continental)
Province. The terrain is depicted as being rolling to nearly flat. Broadleaf deciduous
forests that are made up of oak and hickory dominate this province. Common trees in
the province are white oak, red oak, black oak, bitternut hickory, sugar maple, and
American basswood.

The Laurentian Mixed Forest Province covers the eastern one-third of Minnesota and
along the northern and eastern borders of Wisconsin. The land-surface is typically
described as consisting of lakes, morainic hills, wetlands, and outwash plains. The
vegetation for the Laurentian Mixed Forest is often depicted as being a mix of boreal and
deciduous forest. The common woody vegetation found within the province are
deciduous species such as yellow birch, sugar maple, American beech, and coniferous

species like eastern red cedar and eastern hemlock.
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3.2.1.2 Southern Border

This information regarding vegetation for the southern border of the Central Region is
taken from the INS/JTF-6 Environmental Baseline Study for the Texas and New Mexico
Land Border (U.S. Army 1994),

A total of five biotic provinces occur in New Mexico. However, the two provinces within
the ROI are the Apachian and the Chihuahuan Provinces (Dice 1943).

The Apachian Biotic Province covers the grassy high plains and mountains of
southwestern New Mexico and consists of plants adapted to semiarid conditions. The
Chihuahuan Biotic Province covers the desert region of south-central New Mexico and
extends into western Texas. Amidst these provinces are several different vegetation
communities (i.e. forest, woodland-savanna, grassland, scrubland, and riparian). Some
of the common woody species are Douglas fir, white fir, blue spruce, pinyons, junipers,
and oaks. The woodland-savanna provides a transition zone that is covered in pinyon
pines and junipers. Other common vegetation includes the Gambel oak, Arizona white
oak, and pointleaf manzanita, Shrubs and grasses that typically grow in these provinces
are blue grama, tobosa grass, curly cup gumweed, coneflowers, Rocky Mountain zinnia,
silverleaf oak, buckbrush, shinoak, sand sagebrush, low yucca, four-wing saltbush, and
Texas croton. Along the drainages around the mesas are burrobrush, Apache plume,

and brickellia.

Within Texas there are seven biotic provinces, but only three are found in the RO{: The
Chihuahuan, Balconian, and the Tamaulipan Biotic Provinces (Dice 1943; Blair 1950,
52). The Chihuahuan Province extends from El Paso County to Brewster County and is
characterized as arid with vegetation that is widely characteristic of the southwestern
mountains and deserts. Dominant vegetation within this province includes creosotebush,

tobosa, gray oak, pinyon pine, yucca, mesquite, saltcedar, and sandsage.

The Balconian Province covers an area from Brewster County to Uvalde County Texas.
Common vegetation for this area includes Texas sage, creosotebush, mesquite, live

oak, junipers, gray oak, tobosa, and black grama.
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The Tamaulipan Province encompasses the entire Southern Gulf Coastal Plains and is
characterized as semiarid with a dense growth of shrubs and small trees (Blair 1950).
This province ranges from Uvalde County to Cameron County, Texas. The vegetation in
this area is mainly comprised of Gulf prairie/marsh and South Texas Plains species.
Some of the more typical plants within the gulf prairie/marsh are cattail, water-
pennywort, duckweed, common reed, flat sedge, and sea rocket. The South Texas
Plains area is more typical of woody and shrubby vegetation such as Texas prickly pear,
leatherstem, whitebrush, yaupon, mesquite, live oak, and lotebush; however, other
plants such as bullnettle, dayflower, field ragweed, and pink pappusgrass are also

common.

3.2.2 Wildlife

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934, as amended in 1946, 1958, 1978, 1995
ensures that wildlife conservation receives equal consideration and is coordinated with
other features of water resource development programs. Whenever reclamation or
modification proposes to alter or modify any body of water for any purpose, an agency
must first consult and coordinate its actions and projects with the USFWS and the
affected state fish and game agency(ies). This consultation and coordination will address
ways to conserve wildlife resources by preventing loss of and damage to such

resources, as well as to further develop and improve these resources.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended in 1936, 1960, 1968, 1969, 1974,
1978, 1986 and 1989 implements various treaties and conventions between the U.S.
and Canada, Japan, Mexico and the former Soviet Union for the protection of migratory
birds. Under the Act, taking, killing or possessing migratory birds is unlawful. In addition
to the above-mentioned laws, each state also has its own unique set of state wildlife

laws.

The following sections summarize wildlife that could potentially occur in the ROI. The
following sections do not provide site-specific information; however, they provide an

overview of wildlife species found in each border state.
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3.2.2.1 Northern Border

Montana

Montana is located in the USFWS Region 6 (Mountain Prairie Region). The ROl within
Montana is located in the Great Plains-Palouse Dry Steppe Province and the Northern
Rocky Mountains Forest —Steppe-Coniferous-Forest-Alpine Meadow Province (USFS,
2001). Common wildlife found within the Great Plains-Palouse Dry Steppe Province
include pronghorn, mule deer, white-tailed deer, whitetail jackrabbit, blacktail jackrabbit,
desert cottontail, prairie dogs, coyote, thirteen-lined ground squirrels, badgers, sage

grouse, sharp-tailed grouse, horned lark, lark bunting, and western meadowlark.

Common wildlife of the Northern Rocky Mountains Forest—Steppe-Coniferous-Forest-
Alpine Meadow Province includes black bears, deer, elk, mountain goats, mountain
lions, bobcats, Columbia ground squirrels, flying squirrels, redtail chipmunks, and
bushytail woodrats. Common birds include various hawks, jays, chestnut-backed
chickadees, and the red-breasted nuthatch. Blue and ruffed grouse are the most

common game birds.

Montana has the largest grizzly bear population south of Canada, the largest herd of
Rock Mountain bighorn sheep, the largest migratory elk herd in the nation, and the
largest breeding population of trumpeter swans in the lower 48 states. Currently, there
are approximately 114 species of mammals, 254 birds, 89 fish, 13 amphibians, and 17

reptiles within the state.

North Dakota

North Dakota is also located in the USFWS Region 6 (Mountain Prairie Region). The
ROI within North Dakota includes the Prairie Parkland (Temperate) Province, the Great
Plains-Palouse Dry Steepe Province, and the Great Plains Steppe Province. North
Dakota has a larger concentration of reproducing ducks than any other state. There are
approximately 80 species of mammals, 354 birds, 11 amphibians, and 15 reptiles in the
state of North Dakota.

Common wildlife of the Prairie Parkland (Temperate) Province includes mink, river

otters, thirteen-lined ground squirrels, blacktail prairie dogs, belted kingfishers, bank
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swallows, spotted sandpipers, and green-backed herons, hormned larks, eastern

meadowlarks, and mourning doves.

The Great Plains-Palouse Dry Steepe Province was previously discussed in the

Montana section.

Common wildlife found within the Great Plains Steppe Province includes pronghorn,
coyotes, jackrabbits, cottontail rabbits, ground squirrels, prairie dogs, pocket gophers,

badgers, mourning doves, sharp-tailed grouse, and bobwhite quail.

Minnesota

Minnesota is located in the USFWS Region 3 (Great Lakes-Big Rivers Region). The ROI
within Minnesota is located in three provinces including the Laurentian Mixed Power
Forest Province, the Eastern Broadleaf Forest (Continental) Province, and the Prairie

Parkland (Temperate) Province.

Common wildlife found within the Laurentian Mixed Power Forest Province includes the
shorttail weasel, snowshoe hare, black bear, striped skunk, marmot, chipmunk, and
jumping mice, badgers, striped ground squirrels, beavers, and muskrats. Common birds

are the ptarmigan, white-throated sparrow, northern junco, and yellow-bellied sapsucker.

The Eastern Broadleaf Forest (Continental) Province includes wildiife such as gray
squirrels, fox squirrels, and eastern chipmunks. Common birds include blue jays, scarlet
and summer tanagers, rose-breasted grosbeaks, ovenbirds, wild turkeys, and cerulean

warblers.

Common wildlife in the Prairie Parkland (Temperate) Province was previously discussed
in the North Dakota Section.

There are approximately 80 species of mammals, 10 amphibians, 29 reptiles, and 395
birds that can be found in Minnesota. Minnesota also has the largest wolf population in

the lower 48 states (Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, 2001).
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Wisconsin
Wisconsin is also located in the USFWS Region 3 (Great Lakes-Big Rivers Region). The
study area within Wisconsin includes the Laurentian Mixed Power Forest Province that

was previously discussed in the Minnesota section.

3.2.2.2 Southern Border

New Mexico

New Mexico is located in the USFWS Region 2 (Southwest Region). The ROl within
New Mexico is located within the Chihuahuan Semi-Desert Province. Common wildlife
includes pronghorn antelope, mule deer, white-tailed deer, collared peccary, javelina,
blacktail jackrabbit, desert cottontail, kangaroo rat, wood rat, coyote, bobcat, black-
throated sparrow, greater roadrunner, curve-billed thrasher, Chihuahuan raven, scaled
quail, Gambel's quail, bobwhite, golden eagle, great horned owl, red-tailed hawk, and

ferruginous hawk.

New Mexico ranks second in the number of different mammals found within a state with
more than 150 species. Over 90 species of fish and 480 birds can be found in New

Mexico.

Texas

Texas is also located in the USFWS Region 2 (Southwest Region). The ROI within
Texas is located within two provinces including the Southwest Plateau and Plains Dry
Steppe and Shrub Province, and the Chihuahuan Semi-Desert Province.

Common wildlife of the Southwest Plateau and Plains Dry Steppe and Shrub Province
includes Mexican ground squirrels, fox squirrels, gray fox, whitetail deer, armadillos,
ringtails, raccoons, Mexican freetail bats, wild turkey, mourning dove, scaled quail, and
bobwhite quail.

The Chihuahuan Semi-Desert Province was previously discussed in the New Mexico

section.

Texas has a higher diversity of birds, hummingbirds, and butterflies than any other state.
There are approximately 293 species of mammals, 620 birds, 214 reptiles, and 71

ampbhibians that can be found in Texas.
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3.2.3 Threatened and Endangered Species

The ESA [16 U.S.C. 1532 et. seq.] of 1973, as amended, was enacted to provide a
program for the preservation of endangered and threatened species and to provide
protection for the ecosystems upon which these species depend for their survival. All
Federal agencies are required to implement protection programs for designated species
and to use their authorities to further the purposes of the act. Responsibility for the
identification of a threatened or endangered species and development of any potential

recovery plans lies with the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Commerce.

The USFWS and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) are the primary
agencies responsible for implementing the ESA. The USFWS is responsible for birds,
terrestrial, and freshwater species, while the NMFS is responsible for non-bird marine
species. The USFWS'’s responsibilities under the ESA include: (1) the identification of
threatened and endangered species; (2) the identification of critical habitats for listed
species; (3) implementation of research on, and recovery efforts for, these species; and
(4) consultation with other Federal agencies concerning measures to avoid harm to

listed species.

An endangered species is a species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range. A threatened species is a species likely to become endangered
within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. Proposed
species are those that have been formally submitted to Congress for official listing as
threatened or endangered. Species may be considered endangered or threatened when
any of the five following criteria occurs: (1) the current/imminent destruction,
modification, or curtailment of their habitat or range; (2) overuse of the species for
commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (3) disease or predation; (4)
the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; and (5) other natural or human-

induced factors affect continued existence.

In addition, the USFWS has identified species that are candidates for listing as a result
of identified threats to their continued existence. The candidate designation includes
those species for which the USFWS has sufficient information on hand to support
proposals to list as endangered or threatened under the ESA. However, proposed rules
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have not yet been issued because such actions are precluded at present by other listing

activity.

The ESA also calls for the conservation of what is termed critical habitat - the areas of
land, water, and air space that an endangered species needs for survival. Critical habitat
also includes such things as food and water, breeding sites, cover or shelter, and sufficient
habitat area to provide for normal population growth and behavior. One of the primary
threats to many species is the destruction or modification of essential habitat by

uncontrolled land and water development.

3.2.3.1 Federal

Each of the states and counties covered in this document have Federally endangered,
threatened, proposed threatened, and/or candidate species; however, these lists are
continuously updated. Abbreviated EAs or other appropriate NEPA documentation will be
developed for each of the proposed RVS sites. Prior to writing each document, site-
specific information on protected species and current species lists would be obtained
from local USFWS Regional Offices and state agencies through informal consultation
letters. In addition, field surveys would be performed, if needed, and the NEPA
documentation would further discuss protected species that may be affected by the
proposed project. USFWS Regions responsible for those states in the ROI can be found
in Section 3.5.2.

3.2.3.2 Critical Habitat

Any Federally-designated critical habitat found in any of the states and counties covered in
this document that fall within the ROI will be fully disclosed and addressed in separate,
more site-specific abbreviated EA for each proposed RVS site. Information on designated
or proposed critical habitat can be obtained from the local USFWS Regional Office or in

the Federal Register (http://www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs/aces/aces140.htmi).

3.2.3.3 State

State wildlife agencies that deal with the protection of threatened and endangered species
will be able to provide a current list of state protected species or state species of concern.
These lists include species whose occurrence in the state is or may be in jeopardy, limited

or unique habitats, or population declines. These species are not necessarily the same as
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those protected by the Federal government under the ESA. Information pertaining to these
species would be collected and included subsequent NEPA documentation wriften for
each proposed RVS site. The following is a list of the appropriate state wildlife agency to
contact for information pertaining to state protected species:

Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks

North Dakota Game and Fish Department

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Division of Ecological Services
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Bureau of Endangered Resources
New Mexico Game and Fish Department

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

3.2.4 Unique and Sensitive Areas

3.2.4.1 Northern Border

The northern border of the U.S. and the ROl are an ecological melting pot, where
habitats and species from the Rocky Mountains, Great Plains, and Great Lakes exist.
Ongoing efforts by many government agencies, as well as private entities, have set
aside these areas for preservation. These areas are intended for use by the public in
hopes of better understanding the myriad of natural systems exhibited in their natural
state. Many unique and sensitive areas lie within the ROI, some of these areas include
national forests and parks, state forests, state wildlife management areas, National
Wildlife Refuges (NWR), Indian reservations, and national points of interest. Some of the
unique and sensitive areas along the northern border are shown in Table 3-8. It should
also be noted that this list only represents the obviously unique and sensitive areas and

is not an all-inclusive list of unique and sensitive areas within the region.

3.2.4.2 Southern Border

The remaining states within the southern ROl are New Mexico and Texas. The southern
ROI is an ecological crossroads where habitats and species from various mountain
ranges, Southern Plains, and the Southern Gulf Coastal Plains meet. A partial list of
potential unique and sensitive areas on the southern border are shown in Table 3-9. It
should also be noted that this list only represents the obviously unique and sensitive

areas and is not an all-inclusive list of unique and sensitive areas within the region.
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Table 3-8. Northern Border Unique and Sensitive Areas

Unique and Sensitive Area

North Dakota

Glacier National Park 1,000,000 | Glacier

Blackfeet Indian Reservation 1,500,000 | Blackfeet tribe, Glacier

Rocky Boys Indian Reservation 107,000 | Chippewa-Cree tribe, Hill

Belknap Indian Reservation, Assiniboine > 60,000 | Blaine

and Gros Ventre tribes

Milk River Management Area 1,343 | Phillips

Fort Peck Indian Reservation 281,600 | Sioux and Assiniboine tribes, Valley,

Daniels, Roosevelt, and Sheridan

31,457 | Sheridan

Medicine Lake National Refuge

Lostwood National Wildlife Refuge 26,900 | Burke

Des Lacs NWR 19,500 | Burke

J. Clark Salyer NWR 58,700 | Bottineau

Lake Metigoshe State Park 1,551 | Bottineau

Turtle Mountain Indian Reservation 600,300 | Chippewa tribe, Rolette
International Peace Gardens 2,300 | Rollette

Hayes Lake State Park 2,950 | Roseau

Zippel Bay State Park 3,000 | Lake of the Woods
Northwest Angle State Forest 14,399 | Lake of the Woods
Beltrami Island State Forest 506,873 | Lake of the Woods

Red Lake Indian Reservation 837,736 | Chippewa tribe, Lake of the Woods
Pine Island State Forest 641,117 | Koochiching

Smokey Bear State Forest, 10,900 | Koochiching

Koochiching State Forest 344,300 | Koochiching

Kabetogama State Forest 159,558 | Saint Louis

Boundary Waters Canoe Area > 1,000,000 | Saint Louis, Lake, and Cook
Grand Portage Indian Reservation 47,000 | Chippewa tribe, Cook

Grand Portage National Monument 710 | Cook

Grand Portage State Park

300

Cook

Brule State Park 40,000 | Douglas

Pattison State Park 1,476 | Douglas

Amnicon State Park 825 | Douglas

Douglas County Wildlife Area 3,991 | Douglas

Red CIiff Indian Reservation 8,960 | Chippewa tribe, Bayfield
Big Sioux River Fishery Area 487 | Bayfield

Fish Creek Sloughs Fishery Area 250 | Bayfield

Copper Falls State Park 2,676 | Ashland

Bad River Indian Reservation 124,234 | Chippewa tribe, Ashland
White River Wildlife Area 960 | Ashland

Apostle Island National Lakeshore 69,371 | Bayfield and Ashland

Chequamegon National Forest

858,400

Bayfield and Ashland
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Table 3-9. Southern Border Unigue and Sensitive Areas
Unique and Sensitive Area

Coronado National Forest > 1,500,000 | Hidalgo
San Andres National Wildlife Refuge 57,215 Dona Ana
, - . Dona Ana County, NM
Fort Bliss Military Reservation 1,800,000 and El Paso County, TX
Pancho Villa State Park 60 Luna :
Texas | | N
Guadalupe Mountains National Park 86,416 Hudspeth
Big Bend National Park 801,000 Brewster
Big Bend Ranch State Park 280,280 Presidio and Brewster
Seminole Canyon State Historical Park 2,172 Val Verde
Amistad National Recreation Area 67,000 Val Verde
IF_):‘I:E Casa Blanca International State 2.021 Webb
Falcon State Park 572 Zapata
Bentsen-Rio Grande Valley State Park 588 Hidalgo
Sierra Diablo Wildlife Management Area 11, 625 Hudspeth
Black Gap Wildlife Management Area 107,000 Brewster
Chaparral Wildlife Management Area 15,200 Dimmitt _
Santa Ana National Wildlife Refuge 2,080 Hidalgo
Sabal Palm Audubon Sanctuary 527 Cameron
Boca Chica State Park 1,055 Cameron

3.3 Socioeconomic Resources

3.3.1 Land Use

Land use, in general, is indicative of the land ownership. Throughout the ROl many
variations of use are visible. These uses are typically cropland, forestland, rangeland,
pastureland, Federal and State lands (i.e. national parks, wildlife management areas,
and wildlife refuges). Federal and State lands are under the direction of agencies such
as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
State Parks and Recreation Departments, State Wildlife and Fisheries Agencies, and
State Departments of Natural Resources. A brief description of the general land use
patterns will be given in the following paragraphs. Table 3-10 displays acreages for land
use by state in the ROIL.
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Table 3-10. Ma!'or Land Use bx State (thousands of acres).

State

Total land
area

Federal
Developed
Cropland
Pastureland
Rangeland
Forestland

Source. NRCS Summary Report for National Resources Inventory, 2000.
** Note. “Other rural lands, Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) Lands, and Water area” have
been omitted from the table.

3.3.1.1 Northern Border

Land use in Montana consists mostly of Federal land and croplands. The northwestern
section of the state, the Rocky Mountains, is in Federal ownership and is comprised of
parks and forests such as Glacier National Park and Flathead National Forest. The
remainder of Montana is dominated by cropland with a smattering of range and

forestlands located in the north-central part of the state.

The dominating land use across the entire northern border of North Dakota and into
northwestern Minnesota is cropland. Forest and Federal lands are the prominent land
use for the remainder of the Minnesota border as well as across the northern border of
Wisconsin. Some of these Federal lands along the northern Minnesota and Wisconsin
borders are Voyageurs National Park, The Boundary Waters Canoe Area, Superior
National Forest, Apostle Island National Lakeshore, and the Chequamegon National
Forest. Along with Federal lands in the Minnesota/Wisconsin area there are a small
number of Indian Reservations. For instance, the Bad River Indian Reservation which is
located in northern Ashland County, Wisconsin and the Red Lake Indian Reservation
located in Lake of the Woods County, Minnesota.
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3.3.1.2 Southern Border

The southern border of New Mexico is classified as being either in Federal lands or
rangeland. Southwestern and southeastern New Mexico is primarily rangeland while
central New Mexico is mostly Federal land. These Federal lands are typically managed
by the BLM and are generally wilderness areas. The three common land uses along the
Texas/Mexico border include cropland, rangeland, and parks. The majority of the lands
are croplands, which are located primarily within the Lower Rio Grande Valley (Zapata,
Starr, and Hidalgo Counties). The rest of the border is dominated by rangeland with the
exception of Big Bend National Park (BBNP) and Big Bend Ranch State Park (BBRSP).
The National Park Service operates BBNP, while BBRSP, is operated by Texas Parks
and Wildlife Department.

3.3.2 Demographics and Housing
3.3.2.1 Demographics
Northern Border Demographics

The northern border ROl consists of a 30-county area across the border in Montana,
North Dakota, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. The population and racial mixes of the
different counties are presented in Table 3-11. Population in each of the counties ranges
from 200,528 in St. Louis County, Minnesota to 2,017 in Daniels County, Montana. The
racial mix of the area is dominated by Caucasians in almost all counties within the ROI
ranging from 99% in Burke County in North Dakota to 35% in Rolette County, North
Dakota. The only exceptions are Glacier County, Montana and Rolette County, North
Dakota, which are predominantly Native Americans (62 and 73% respectively). This high
Native American population is mostly due to the Turtle Mountain Indian Reservation
located within Rolette County, North Dakota and the Black Feet Indian Reservation
within Glacier County, Montana. Only a small percentage (10 to <1%) of the population
within the counties claims to be of Hispanic Origin. Almost half of the counties within the
northern ROI experienced a negative population growth over the last 10 years ranging
from —25% in Burke County, North Dakota to —6% in Hill County Montana. Six of the 30
counties experienced positive population growth with the greatest being Cook County,
Minnesota (34%) and the least being St. Louis County, Minnesota (1%). Population
density is relatively low across the northern ROI ranging from 36.8 persons per square
mile in Carlton County, Minnesota to 0.9 persons per square mile in Phillips County,

Montana.

RVS Programmatic EA ' Draft
3-46



bl b> I L> 0 > I > L6 G'C 2es'y Aunod

SPOOAA 3U] JO &MeT
6 > L> 1> > [4 I > 96 86 8EC'OL Ajuno) neasoy
8- I 1> > 0 1> > > 86 8y G8Z'S AJunoD uosuy

0 JuUnoH eulquiad
0z- > L 1> 0 L> L> > Is6 ze 1€8'Y Ajunod Jslleaed
V- 1> > > 0 1> Z L> /6 8'¢C 9/8'C Aunog Jeumo |
L > z 1> 0 L> el > GZ Z'Gl v/9'ClL Ajunog eypsjoy
bL- 1> 1> 1> > > I 1> /6 ey 6i7L'L Ajunod neaunjog|
LL- |> |> |> 0 |> |> |> /6 € 019'C AunoY s|jiAusy|
GZ- L> L> > 0 > > > 66 4 ve'e Ajunod axing|
Le- > L> L> 0 1> > 0 66 8l €82'2 Ajunog spinig

ejoxeq YioN

cL- B L > > > L I> 16 'z GOL'Y JunoY ueplLvYS
LL- 2 4 1> > > b 0 96 L /102 Ajunog sjeiueq
/- > z 1> 1> 1> 6 > 93 o'l G/9'/ Aunod Asjep
bL- L Z > > L> 8 > 68 6°0 109y Ajuno9 sdijliud
v L Z > > 1> GY > €S Ll 600'. Aunod aulelg
o- 0l P 3 L> 3 m > 08 8'G £/9'91 AunoQ |iiHj
9- 1> > L> 0 > > 0 66 Gl 8G1'C Aunod Aueqin|
t I Z L> L> > 3 L> 76 8'C /92'S AJunod 8|00 ||
6 | 4 > L> > 29 L> GE vy LvT'El AJuno) Ja1oe|H
561206 |
0o | ke soy| orow | somo fomoey 10| vesy | veur fueosewy ke | o enbs

abueyn [ouedsiH] Jloom] | swog cm.__mzmI Em&on_ UedUswy |- UedLy Eoewn_ Jad lejol  fuoibay oydeiboso
Jusdiad | lusldied | Juadiad |lusdiad | Juadiad jusdied Jus3isd co_“m_zaon_

10y J9piog ulayuoN ayj} buoje soydesbowag pue uonendod ‘L L-¢ alqeL

Draft
-47

3

RVS Programmatic EA




L00Z nNeaing snsus) ‘SN :82Jnog

5.9°€9€G]

zl 1> > 1> 1> 1> L> 1> Isé 1’6 | R Aunog uolj
e L Z > > > 0l 1> /8 Z9l 998'0l Aunog puejysy
. 1> b 1> 1> }> 6 1> [s8 Z0l €1L0'S1 Alunod piaAeg|
v 1> b b> L> > Z 1> G6 L'ee /82y Aunod sejbno|

0002

-0661
abueyn

Juaoiad

Aue Jo)

oluedsi

Juaolad

saoel
alow
1o om]
Juaoiad

aoel
layo
awog

Jus0I8d

lapuels|
ol10ed 10
uellemeH
IUCIER

ueisy
solad

uelpuj
uesswy
L0194

uesuaWY
ueoly
Jue0I8d

e > Z 1> B 1> 8 1> 68 9'¢ 991G JunoY %009
9 > > 1> L> > 1> L> 86 c'G CEOY Aunod axeT|
) 1> B 1> > L> Z > G6 2'Z¢ 825'002 Ajunod sinoT 1S
I8 1> Z L> L> > G 1> Z6 8'9¢ L29°LE Aunogd uojed|
Zl- > L > 1> > Z > 96 9y GGE'VL Aunod

uoibay owydesboas

P.,U0D) “Li-€ 3lqel

Draft

RVS Programmatic EA

3-48



100Z nNeaing snsua)’'S’M :99in0g

10y usaynosg ay3 jo salyaesdbowaq pue uoljeindod Zi-¢ alqel

06'8¢C ye'v8 |0e'¢C [86'SL £0°0 8¥0 v¥'0 8%°0 6208 1'0LE /2T'GEE Auno) uosowe)
0G'8Y GeE88 [CLe 9’8l c00 650 A 6% 0 VL LL [8C9¢ cOv'69S Aunod oblepiH
0e'ce ¥G'L6 |9F'L 16°6 #0°0 Isc0 G20 GL0 6.8 [e ey /6G'ES Auno) uels
0c'LE 8Lv8 [gg€'¢e yo'ClL 00 610 ce0 Ly 0 LO'V8 a4 z8lCl funo) ejedez
06 vv 8C'v¥6 |¥G'¢C 00'v1 c0'0 £¥'0 /¥'0 /€0 901°¢8 G'LS L11'€6l Aunod qasp
00°0¢ 0’66 |96°¢ 80'vC 700 6E0 veL LE0 68°0L 6'9¢ /6C LY Ajunod oLanep|
0€'8 ¢G0S [ev'e 1981 000 rAN0] £€'0 69°L C8'GL G'¢ 6.€'C Aunod Asuuryy
08'GlL oF'GL |09°¢C '8l S0'0 GS'0 890 ¥G'L 9€'9. (4" 068ty Aunod spia/ |en
0e'€e- /687 [c0'L £€'8 000 G9'0 19} 000 <88 G0 180°1 Aunog (jaue]
0S¢ c9ey [86°¢C 4 900 FASNY) G8°0 cc'L 6018 'l 008'8 Auno) Jsysmaig
0001 9e¥8 |€6°0 L€l 100 800 L0 .20 G6'¥8 6L v0€'L Ajunod olpisaid
ov'€l 8y'GE |66°C L1°G 00°0 600 €0 160 £G'06 } L02'C Auno) sineq Jor
0L ¥l €0'SL 160°¢C 9.8 000 3810 bl €€0 £C'L8 .0 vye'e Aunod Ewgwu:I_
06'¥1 €2'8L [6L'E L6°LL 0L0 360 ¢80 90°'¢ G6'CL 8'0.9 229'6.9 AjunoQ osed I3
026 /5502
06'8¢ GE'€9 |8S'E V. 'vC 200 9.0 87l 9SG 8.9 6°Gv 289'v.LL Junod euy euog
01'8€ 0.°.6 [80¢ £2'0¢ 000 €0 L'l ¥6°0 0€'v. 7’8 010'G¢ AjunoD eunT
0¥ 0- 7099 /8¢ G8'L1 000 AN 8.0 0v'0 8.°€8 L'l ZE6'S Aunod objepiH
Br0cI8
0002 >M_wM ﬂv OMMMN&V (usdisd) AHMNMMM__V lGuaosay) (ued13) | QUBdISd) (1usoiad) ohwm__:_\_,o_w uoibay
-0661 aoel Iayjo ueipuj |ueouswy |elo]
oBUEYD oluedsiH| alow owog oioed Jo| ueisy ueouswy| ueowy ueiseone) Jad olydesBoon)

uonendogy Jusoiad| 1o omj ueliemeH uonje|ndod

Draft

RVS Programmatic EA

3-49




Southern Border Population and Demographics

The southern border ROI of the proposed actions Qonsists of a 17 county area across
the border in New Mexico and Texas. The populatibn and racial mixes of the different
counties are presented in Table 3-12. Population in each of the counties ranges from
679,622 in El Paso County, Texas to 1,081 in Terrell County, Texas. The racial mix of
the area is predominated by Caucasians in almost all counties within the southern ROI
ranging from 90.53% in Jeff Davis County, Texas to 67.82% in Dona Ana County, New
Mexico. A large percentage (97.54 to 34.58%) of ‘the population within the counties
claims to be of Hispanic Origin. Population growth over the past 10 years within the
southern ROI ranged from 48.50% in Hidalgo County, Texas to —23.30% in Terrell
County, Texas. Population density varied greatly thrdugh the southern ROI ranging from
670.8 persons per square mile in El Paso, Texas to 0.5 persons per square mile in
Terrell County, Texas.

3.3.3 Economic Activity

3.3.3.1 Northern Border Economic Activity

Table 3-13 summarizes the total number of jobs in the northern ROI by county. St. Louis
County, Minnesota had the largest numbers of jobs in the ROI while Liberty County,
Montana had the lowest. Cook County, Minnesota had the highest increase in the
number of jobs (68%) followed by Rolette County, North Dakota (40%).

Table 3-14 summarizes the Total Personal Income (TPI) for the northern ROl. TPI
ranged from $5,111,192 in St. Louis County, Minnesota to $45,132 in Liberty County,
Montana. The average annual growth rate over the past 10 years ranged from 6.9% in
Cook County, Minnesota to 0.8% in both Liberty Couhty, Montana and Bottineau County,
North Dakota. The average annual growth rate of TPI for the U.S. was 5.4%.

Per Capita Personal Income (PCPI) data for the northern ROl is summarized in Table 3-
15. PCPI ranged from $29,731 in Daniels County, Montana to $14,916 in Rolette
County, North Dakota. All the counties, with the exception of Daniels County, Montana
(104%) and Pembina County, North Dakota (103%), were below the National average of
$28,549. The average annual growth rate of PCPI ranged from 7.2% in Cavalier County,
North Dakota to 1.0% in Liberty County, Montana. The average annual growth rate of
the Nation was 4.4%. Poverty levels for all counties within the study area are presented
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Table 3-13. Total Number of .

Jobs within the Northern ROI

. . : Percent
Geographic Region 1989 1999 Chanae

Glacier 5,424 5,929 9
Toole 3,004 3,421 14
Liberty 1,139 1,276 12
Hill 8,605 9,906 15
Blaine 2,946 2,959 <1
Phillips 2,814 2,767 -1
Valley 4,371 4,789 9
Daniels 1,377 1,717 25
Sheridan | 2,504 2,512 <1

| NorthDakota | |
Divide 1,718 1,711 <-1
Burke 1,597 1,516 -5
Renville 1,494 1,552 4
Bottineau 3,942 4,334 9
Rolette 4,552 6,363 40
Towner 2,160 2,012 -7
Cavalier ‘ 3,304 3,405 3
Pembina f 5,507 6,386 16

(Minnesota | ] | |
Kittson ; 2,957 3,176
Roseau 9,489 12,290 30
Lake of the Woods 1,870 2,538 36
Koochiching 7,318 8,210 12
Carlton 13,336 17,354 30
St. Louis '+ 100,159 119,313 19
Lake 4,353 5,652 27
Cook ‘ 2,403 3,793 58

[Wisconsin | [] | |
Douglas . 19,151 21,467 12
Bayfield 5,223 6,326 21
Ashland 9.302 10,846 17
Iron 2,513 3,389 35

Source: Regional Economic Infor

mation System
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Table 3-14. Total Personal Income for the Northern ROI

North Dakota

_$99,565 (35™M)

. 1989 TPI (rank) | 1999 TPI (rank) in | Percent | Average
Geographic . ‘ Annual
. in thousands of thousands of State
Region ! Growth Rate
dollars dollars Total
‘ Percent)
__E
Glacier $144,058 (17™) '$191629 (187) 1 2.9
Toole $85,770 (32™) $113,947 (32™) 0.6 2.9
Liberty $41,828 (40™) $45,132 (44" 0.2 0.8
Hill $254,695 (10™) $364,273 (107 1.9 3.6
Blaine $86,280 (31°%) $110,787 (34™) 0.6 2.5
Phillips $73,202 (35 $81,579 (36™) 0.4 1.1
Valley $122,933 (21%) $184,073 (22" 0.9 4.1
Daniels $35,496 (44™) $58,362 (41%) 0.3 5.1
Sheridan $66,692 (36™) 0.5 4.1

Divide $36,367 (44™ $50,190 (397 0.3 3.3
Burke $37,212 (42™) $48,321 (43") 0.3 2.6
Renville $38,942 (39™) $46,276 (44™) 0.3 1.7
Bottineau $115,047 (18") $124,987 (21%) 0.8 0.8
Rolette $122,238 (17M) $212,239 (14™) 1.4 5.7
Towner $48,472 (35M) $54,969 (37" 0.4 1.3
Cavalier $84,362 (22™) $131,574 (18™) 0.9 45
Pembina $161,105 (137 $245,008 (12" 1.7 43
[Minnesota | 6.0]
Kittson $98,874 (79" $133,736 (80" 0.1 3.1
Rouseau $225,020 (54™) $348,987 (55" 0.2 4.5
Lake of the 3
Woods $59,127 (85"M) $93,958 (85™) 0.1 47
Koochiching $209,127 (56M) $338,899 (56™) 0.2 49
Carlton $399,050 (33™) $692,514 (33") 0.5 57
St. Louis $3,125,576 (5) $5,118,192 (6™ 35 5.1
Lake $139,020 (79") $240,641 (707 0.2 5.6
Cook $64,021 (84™) $125,149 (83" 0.1 6.9
|Wisconsin | 55|
Douglas $582,201 (29" $925,591 (31 0.6 47
Bayfield $180,770 (62") $297,789 (64™) 0.2 5.1
Ashland $214,264 (57™) $346,157 (58™) 0.2 4.9
Iron $77,919 (70" $134,182 (70" 0.1 5.6
Source: BEARFACTS 2001
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Table 3-15. Per Capita Personal Income for the Northern ROI

Geographic
Region

1989 PCPI
(rank)

1999 PCPI
(rank)

Percent
of State
Average

Percent
National
Average

Average
Annual
Growth

Rate

(Percent)

Glacier $11,971 (49" | $15,205 (53™) 69 53 2.4
Toole $16,667 (3™) | $24,568 (3) 112 86 4.0
Liberty $18,086 (2™) | $20,032 (25™) 91 70 1.0
Hill $14,482 (18™ | $21,365 (19™) 97 75 4.0
Blaine $12,447 (43 | $15,661 (52") 71 55 4.2
Phillips $13,927 (25" | $17,387 (41%) 79 61 2.2
Valley $14,550 (17™) | $22,636 (10™) 103 79 45
Daniels $15,143 (10" | $29,731 (1% 135 104 7.0
Sheridan $13,550 (29") | $24,284 (7") 110

North Dakota ! |

Divide $12,265 (35™ | $21,879 (17™) 94 77 6.0
Burke $11,720 (43 | $22,074 (15™) 95 77 6.5
Renville $11,898 (38™ | $16,533 (44™) 71 58 3.3
Bottineau $13,923 (15™ | $17,261 (43 74 60 2.2
Rolette $9,605 (50™ | $14,916 (47™) 64 52 4.4
Towner $12,871 (27™ | $18,602 (36™) 80 65 3.8
Cavalier $13,602 (19" | $27,292 (4™ 117 96 7.2
Pembina $16,969 2" | $29,339 (1) 126 103 56

Minnesota i

Kittson $16,784 (14™) | $25,843 (17™) 84 91 4.4
Roseau $15,219 (46™) | $21,696 (67™) 71 76 3.6
Lake of the

Woods $14,610 (55™ | $20,333 (77™) 66 71 3.4
Koochiching $13,456 (71°) | $22,753 (50™) 74 80 5.4
Carlton $13,735 (68™) | $21,990 (62™) 72 77 4.8
St. Louis $15,829 (32™) | $26,460 (14™) 86 93 5.3
Lake $13,367 (72™) | $22,354 (58™) 73 78 5.3
Cook $16,637 (16" | $26,226 (15" 85 92 4.7

| Wisconsin ] 47]

Douglas $13,943 (43") | $21,542 (43™) 79 75 4.4
Bayfield $12,956 (57™) | $19,390 (62™) 71 68 4.1
Ashland $12,971 (56™) | $21,120 (46™) 77 74 5.0
Iron $12,711 (62™) | $21,305 (44™) 78 75 5.3
Source: BEARFACTS 2001
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in Table 3-16. Poverty estimates of people of all ages in poverty for the ROI range from

|
33.6% in Glacier County, Montana to 7.7% in Cook and Roseau County, Minnesota.

Table 3-16. Number of People of All Ages in vaertx within the Northern ROI

Number of Percent of
Geographic Region | all ages | all ages in
| | Poverty | Poverty |

United States 35 [United States = | 35,573,858  13.3]

Glacier 4,198 33.6
Toole 745 15.9
Liberty 320 14.4
Hill 3,314 19.2
Blaine 1,904 26.8
Phillips 924 19.3
Valley 1,492 18.0
Daniels 272 13.6
Sheridan | 528 12.5
[NorthDakota |  78461] 125
Divide 291 12.6
Burke 282 12.1
Renville 295 10.5
Bottineau 905 12.6
Rolette 4,380 30.7
Towner 443 14.8
Cavalier 649 12.9
Pembina 882 10.4
[Minnesota | #17797] 8.9
Kittson 640 12.2
Roseau 1,246 7.7
Lake of the Woods 417 9.1
Koochiching 1,760 1.7
Carlton 3,123 10.3
St. Louis 22,568 11.7
Lake 866 8.1
Cook ‘ 367 7.7
(Wisconsin | 478698] 9.2}
Douglas 5,702 13.4
Bayfield 2,139 13.9
Ashland 2,460 154
Iron 741 11.7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2001,
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3.3.3.2 Southern Border Income afmd Poverty

Table 3-17 summarizes the total anber of jobs in the southern ROI split by county. El
Paso County, Texas had the Iargefst numbers of jobs in the ROl while Terrell County,
Texas had the lowest. Webb County, Texas had the highest increase in the number of
jobs (62%) followed closely by Zap%ata (36%) and Hidalgo (30%) Counties, Texas.

Table 3-17. Total Nuh\ber of Jobs within the Southern ROI

. . ‘ Percent
Geographic Region | 1989 1999 Chanae
Hidalgo . 3,005 2,976 -1
Luna | 6,238 8,795 41
Dona Ana | 57,48 73,381 28
El Paso 1264, 814 320,956 21
Hudspeth . 1,139 1,431 24
Jeff Davis 927 1,310 41
Presidio 1,984 2,509 26
Brewster 3,951 5,325 35
Terrell | 826 833 1
Val Verde . 15,427 19,937 29
Kinney 1,039 1,121 8
Maverick © 9617 14,844 54
Webb ' 50,673 82,016 62
Zapata . 2,539 3,987 57
Starr 10,298 16,227 6
Hidalgo 1 132,469 199,467 51
Cameron ' 94204 | 134,100 42

Source: Regional Ecorjuomic Information System, 2001

Table 3-18 summarizes the TPI f@r the southern ROI. TPI ranged from $7,134,999 in
Hidalgo County, Texas to $26,308in Terrell County, Texas. The average annual growth
rate over the past 10 years ranged from 9.8% in Starr County, Texas to 1.9% in Terrell

County, Texas. The average annuél growth rate of TPI for the U.S.was 5.4%.
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Table 3-18. Total Personal Income f&;r the Southern ROI

Geographic .1 989 TPI (rank) _1 999 TPI (rank) Percent Percent Average
Region in thousands of in thousands oF State Total Annual Growth
dollars dollars Rate

New Mexico | | 6.0
Hidalgo $73,153 (27™) $102,576 (27M) 0.3 3.4
Luna $197,777 (20™) $344,878 (197 0.9 57
Dona Ana $1,607,211 (3) | $2,896,590 (3) 7.6 6.1

Texas |
El Paso $6,789,799 (6™) | $12,084,353 (77) 2.2 5.9
Hudspeth $28,712 (234™ | $44,693 (232™) 0 4.5
Jeff Davis $23,422 (2439 |  $35,099 (241%) 0 4.1

Presidio $53,080 (216™) $96,161 (204" 0 6.1

Brewster $98,936 (181%) | $176,834 (1777) 0 6.0
Terrell $21,782 (245™) $26,308 (244") 0 1.9
Val Verde $425,135 (71%) $703,751 (757) 0.1 52
Kinney $28,587 (236™) $49,521 (230%) 0 5.6
Maverick $239,629 (114™) $526,588 (977) 0.1 8.2
Webb $1,129,372 (36™) | $2,726,239 (277 0.5 9.2
Zapata $70,872 (200™ | $142,885 (188") 0 7.3
Starr $191,605 (129™ | $485,887 (103™) 0.1 9.8
Hidalgo $3,291,893 (14™) | $7,134,999 (121 1.3 8.0
Cameron $2,333,819 (20" | $4,699,926 (20™) 0.9 7.3

Source: BEARFACTS 2001

PCPI data for the southern ROI is located in Table 3-19. PCPI ranged from $21,887 in
Terrell County, Texas to $8,588 in Starr County, Tex;as. All the counties were below the

National average of $28,549. The average annual grg
in Starr County, Texas to 2.0% in Jeff Davis County,
rate of the Nation was 4.4%. Poverty levels for all
presented in Table 3-20. Poverty estimates for the

wth rate of PCPI ranged from 6.0%
Texas. The average annual growth
counties within the study area are

ROI range from 39.7% in Maverick

County, Texas to 16.6% in Jeff Davis County, Texas of people of all ages in poverty.
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Table 3-19. Per Capiti Personal Income for the Southern ROI
. Percent | Percent Average
Geographic 1989 PCPI 1999 PCPI f State | National Annual
Region (rank) (rank) : Growth Rate
verage | Average
_ Percent
nmm_—-a
Hidalgo $12,190 (17™ | | $17,019 (22™) 78 60 3.4
Luna $11,005 26™ | | $14,158 (31%) 65 50 2.6
Dona Ana $12,088 (19" $17,003 (23%) 78 60 3.5
El Paso $11,687 (203"™) | $17,216 (212™) 64 60 3.9
Hudspeth $10,011 (234™) | 544,693 (232™) 51 48 3.3
Jeff Davis $11,962 (197™) | 1$14,534 (234™) 54 51 2.0
Presidio $8,221 (248™) | $10,739 (252" 40 38 2.7
Brewster $11,377 211" | 1$20,111 (148™) 75 70 59
Terrell $14,274 (85™ | | [$21,887 (97™) 82 77 4.4
Val Verde $10,757 (230™) | 915,926 (225™) 59 56 4.0
Kinney $9,413 (238™ | [$14,292 (235™) 53 50 43
Maverick $6,727 (252" | 1$10,826 (251%) 40 38 49
Webb $8,691 (247" | [$14,112 (239™) 53 49 5.0
Zapata $7,763 (249™) | [$12,494 (249" 47 44 4.9
Starr $4,813 (254™ | | 198,588 (254™) 32 30 6.0
Hidalgo $8,729 (246™ | /$13,339 (244™) 50 47 43
Cameron $9,098 (241%) | 914,280 (236™) 53 50 4.6
Source: BEARFACTS 2001
RVS Programmatic EA Draft
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Table 3-20. Number of People of All Ages in Poverty within the Southern ROI

Geographic Number of all ges Percent of all ages
Region in Poverty in Povert
United States 35573858 @@ 13.3]
|[NewMexico |  333913]  19.3]

Hidalgo 1,393 22.6
Luna 7,219 29.8
Dona Ana 44,490 26.6
El Paso 193,843 27.8
Hudspeth 1,033 32.9
Jeff Davis 389 16.6
Presidio 3,079 356
Brewster 1,950 227
Terrell 248 20.9
Val Verde 12,846 29.5
Kinney 913 26.0
Maverick 19,111 39.7
Webb 61,235 32.6
Zapata 3,722 32.1
Starr 26,183 46.7
Hidalgo 196,989 37.6
Cameron 114,709 35.3

Source: U.S.Census Bureau 2001

3.3.3.3 Housing
Northern Border Housing

Table 3-21 summarizes the total number of housing

units divided by county. The largest

amount of housing units is located in St. Louis County, Minnesota while the smallest is

located is located in Liberty County, Montana. The

highest number of vacant housing

units is in St. Louis County, Minnesota and the lowest is in Liberty County, Montana. The

highest density of housing units per square mile is i

and the lowest housing density is in Phillips County (

n Carlton County (15.9), Minnesota
0.5), Montana.
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|
Table 3-21. Hou#ing Units within the Northern ROI

Geographic Region

Glacier County

Housing

5,243

Occupied
Housing

‘ 358,667

Units

4,304

Housing

Vacant

Houses per
square mile

Toole County 2,300 1,962 338] 1.2
Liberty County 1,070 833 237 0.7
Hill County 7,453 6,457 996 2.6
[Blaine County 2,947 2,501 446 0.7
[Phillips County 2,502 1,848] 654 0.5
Valley County 4,847 3,150 1,697 1
|Daniels County 1,154 892 262 0.9

|Burke County 1,412 1,013 399 1.3
rRenviHe County 1,413 1,085 328§ 1.6
[Bottineau County 4,409 2,962 1,447 2.6
[Rolette County 5,027 4,556 471 5.6
Towner County 1,558 1,218 340 1.5
Cavalier County 2,725 2,017 708] 1.8]
Pembina County

2,719

|Roseau County 7,101 6,190 911 4.3
[Lake of the Woods County 3,238 1,903 1,335 2.5
IKoochichiniCounty 7,719 6,040 1,679 2.5
[carlton County 13,721 12,064 1,657 15.9}
St. Louis County 95,800 82,619 13,181 15.4
Lake County 6,840 4,646 2,194 3.3
Cook County 4,70 2,350 2,358 3.2

Douglas County 20,356 17,808 2,548

|Bayﬁe|d County 11,640 6,207 5,433 7.9
Ashland County 8,883 6,718 2,165 8.5
Iron County 5,706 3,083 2,623 7.5
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2001
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Southern Border Housing

Table 3-22 summarizes the total number of housing units divided by county in the
southern ROI. The largest amount of housing units is located in El Paso County, Texas
while the smallest is located is located in Terrell County, Texas. The larges number of
vacant housing units is in El Paso, Texas while the smallest amount is in Terrell County,
Texas. The highest density of housing units per square mile is in El Paso County, Texas
(221.3) while the smallest is in Hudspeth County, Texas (0.3).

3.3.4 Environmental Justice

EO 12898 of February 11, 1994, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” required each Federal agency to
identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionate adverse effects of its proposed

actions on minority populations and low-income communities.

The potential to generate disproportionately high environmental health and safety risks
to children as required by EO 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health
Risks” is also addressed in this section. This EO was prompted by the recognition that
children, still undergoing physiological growth and development, are more sensitive to

adverse environmental health and safety risks than adults.

3.3.4.1 Northern Border

Areas within the northern ROl with a low PCPI and high percentage of people in poverty
are particularly sensitive to environmental justice issues. Glacier, Blaine, and Phillips
Counties in Montana, Renville, Bottineau and Towner Counties in North Dakota, and
Bayfield County in Wisconsin all have relatively low PCPI. In addition Glacier and Blaine
Counties in Montana, and Rollete County in North Dakota have relatively high poverty
rates. As a result these counties are particularly sensitive to environmental justice issues
due to low income populations. Furthermore, Glacier County, Montana and Rolette
County, North Dakota both have a high Native American population which makes them

also sensitive to environmental justice issues in relation to minority populations.

3.3.4.2 Southern Border
The southern ROI predominantly consists of people claiming Hispanic origin, which
qualifies as a minority population. All the counties within the ROl with the exception of
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Jeff Davis, Brewster, and Terrell (
claiming Hispanic origin. Furthern
relatively low PCPI and relatively
every county the PCPI is below th
poverty is above the national aversz

ROI are particularly sensitive to en

Geographic Region

Table 3-22. Housj

Occupied
Housing
Units

Vacant | Houses
Housingjper squarej
units mile

Hidalgo County .
[Luna County 11,291 9,397 1,894 3.8
Dona Ana Count 65,210 59,556 5,654 17.1
Texas |8

El Paso County 224 447 210,022] 14,425 221.5
[Hudspeth County 1,471 1,092 379 0.3}
Jeff Davis County 1,420 896 524 0.6
|Presidio County 3,299 2,530 769 0.9
[Brewster County 4,614 3,669 945 0.7
Terrell County 991 443 548 0.4
Val Verde County 16,288| 14,151 2,137 5.1
IKinney County 1,907 1,314 593 1.4
[Maverick County 14,869 13,089 1,800 11.6
\Webb County 55,206 50,740 4,466 16.4
Zapata County 6,167 3,921 2,246 6.2
Starr County 17,589 14,410} 3,179 14.4
|[Hidalgo County 192,658 156,824] 35,834 122.7
[Cameron County 119,654 97,267 22,387 132.1

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2001

vironmental justice concerns.

Counties in Texas have over 50% of their population
nore all the counties in the southern ROl have a
high percent of their populations in Povefty. Within
e national average while the percentage of people in

age. As a result all of the counties within the southern
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONS

This section of the PEA addresses

QUENCES

potential impacts associated with the implementation

of the alternatives outlined in Section 2.0. For the purposes of this impact analysis,

several assumptions were made

by the NEPA Team regarding the area of potential

impact.

INS officials estimated the number of RVS systems that would be located on poles,
towers, and those systems that could be co-located on buildings or other towers in order
to evaluate potential impact from ithe proposed RVS systems. Of the proposed RVS
systems, the estimated number by|sector to be mounted on poles, towers, or co-located

are given in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1. Estimated Number of Pole, Tower, and Co-located RVS Systems

Tower | Go-located Total
Sector Mounted | Mounted

c . Havre 400 50 0 450
o % Grand 350 50 0 400
t S | Forks
S o
3 El Paso 75 20 3 98
g > Marfa 100 10 0 110
< -g Del Rio 96 10 0 106
3 m | Laredo 92 10 6 108
@ McAllen 250 30 4 284

TOTAL 1,363 180 13 1,556

It should be emphasized that all of these estimates should be considered worst-case
scenarios. For example, the number of RVS systems that can be co-located would
increase in the future as additional communications towers and buildings are
constructed along the border areas. Additionally, the number of tower mounted RVS
systems would decrease as site-specific areas are identified where pole mounted RVS
systems would suffice. Both of these scenarios would decrease the potential impacts;
however, a worst-case scenario was used to estimate the potential impacts. Impacts
from electrical supply (i.e. overhead utility lines, underground utility lines) and access
roads are not addressed in this PEA since there are no site-specific data available at the
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present. Given these assumptions, the anticipated
RVS systems are quantified in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2. Anticipated Impacts from Pr

impacts from the 1,556 proposed

roposed RVS Systems

For the purposes of this PEA, the NEPA Team 4
quantify the maximum impacts that could occur. It
RVS systems were tower mounted, then this sity
amount of impacts. Therefore, the following sectio

acres impacted would be a maximum of 32.1 acres (

Type of RVS System Acres Impacted
(# of szstems X impact area)

Pole Mounted (1363 poles X 36 ft%) 1.1
Tower Mounted (180 towers X 900 ft%) 3.7
Co-located (13 systems - no impacts) 0
Total 48

issumed a worst-case scenario to
s assumed that if all the proposed
ation would produce the greatest
ns will assume that the maximum
1,556 systems X 900ft%). It was also

assumed that many of the proposed RVS systems would utilize solar power, a self-

contained generator system, or existing power sourc

es. Potential impacts from electrical

power supply via adjacent electrical grids cannot be quantified at this time. The NEPA

team assumed that significant impacts from electrical power supply and access roads

would require separate NEPA compliance.

4.1 Physical Resources

411 Soils

4.1.1.1 No Action Alternative

With the implementation of the No Action Alternative

, there would be no impacts to soils

because no RVS systems would be constructed; however, the USBP would not be as

effective in detecting and apprehending illegal entrants and foot traffic would continue at

its current level and probably increase. The continua

tion of illegal traffic and consequent

enforcement activities have the potential of adversely impacting soils in the ROI.

Uncontrolled fooft and vehicle traffic in these areas
ROI.

would increase soil erosion in the
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4.1.1.2 Proposed Action Alternative
Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would remove a maximum of 32.1

acres of soil within the ROI from future biological and agricultural production. The ROI

would be cleared for both poles as

Typical pole placement requires a

well as towers.

deep foundation or drill pile that is approximately 4-

feet in diameter and 12-feet deep hole. The drill pile excavation, containing the pole, will

be backfilled with concrete. Appro
removed from production due to t

each RVS system. The standard

ximately 36 square feet (6 feet X 6 feet) of soil will be
he concrete pad which forms the mounting base for

RVS tower design will require three circular poured

concrete piles, approximately three feet in diameter, to be used as foundations for the

tower legs. Approximately 900 sq
from production due to the area
Crushed stone is typically placed

poles would remove theses soils fr

Impacts to soils from constructio

uare feet (30 feet X 30 feet) of soil will be removed
occupied by the towers and associated facilities.
around the pad. The construction of either tower or

bm future biological and agricultural production.

n would be minimized with the use of appropriate

construction techniques to minimize soil erosion. Erosion control and compaction

techniques and other measures su
would be implemented to allevig
evaluate the erosion potential of t
the construction plans. Co-located
for ground disturbing activities pro

no impacts to soils are expected fr¢

it is possible that prime farmlands

such cases these soils would be re

ch as waterbars, gabions, straw bales and reseeding
te these situations. Any construction activity must
he soils and incorporate erosion control designs into
or building mounted RVS systems negate the need
ided an existing power source could be utilized, thus

ym co-located or building mounted RVS systems

may be present at some of the selected RVS sites; in

:moved from potential agricultural production. In order

to evaluate the potential impacts on prime farmlands, the local USDA NRCS office would

be contacted once site-specific
determine if mitigation measures

construction of the RVS systems.

locations are identified. These local offices would

would be needed to offset the impacts caused by
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S

4.1.2 Cultural Resources
Site-specific NEPA documentation would be develo
sites. This documentation would further discuss a

impacted by the construction of specific RVS sites.

4.1.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no
result the USBP would not be as effective in detectin
and foot traffic would continue at its current level

traffic has the potential of damaging cultural resourg
with shallow or surface deposits. As a result the No

to adversely impact cultural resources.

4.1.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, the majority
constructed would be erected on either poles or

towers would involve ground disturbing activities

previously unrecorded cultural resources, particularly
be readily evident. Consultation with the appropriats

would be required before construction to identify any

ped for each of the proposed RVS

ny cultural resources that may be

construction of RVS systems. As a
g and apprehending illegal entrants
and probably increase. This illegal
ses particularly archaeological sites

Action Alternative has the potential

of the RVS systems that would be
towers. The construction of these
that have the potential to impact
archaeological sites which may not
> SHPO and/or THPO for the area

known cultural resources, including

historic structures, archaeological sites, or sacred sites that may have been recorded in

the area. In addition, if the area has not undergone a
would need to be conducted in the APE of the ¢
unknown cultural resources within the area. If prev
cultural resources are located within the APE th¢
required. These mitigation measures would be deter
appropriate SHPO and/or THPO. Usually the RVS g
an area where there would be no impacts. In addit
particularly historic structures, districts, or sacred site
there could be a potential for a visual impact to those
a significant visual impact then a viewshed analysis n

extent of that impact.

previous archaeological survey one
onstruction in order to locate any
iously recorded or newly recorded
en mitigation measures would be
mined through consultation with the
oles or towers can be relocated to
on, if there are cultural resources,
2s, near the proposed pole or tower
resources. If there is a potential for

nay be appropriate to determine the
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To a lesser extent RVS equipment

undeveloped nature of the borders

Era sfructure, consultation with th

previously evaluated, would be ev

determined or has been determi
appropriate mitigation measures
appropriate SHPO and/or THPO.
could involve the relocation of the

for inclusion on the NRHP. Also

would be considered both for the

districts that have a potential for si
appropriate where there would b

resources.

4.1.3 Water Resources

Site-specific EAs would be develd

abbreviated EAs would further dis
may be affected by the proposed p

4.1.3.1 No Action Alternative
No impacts to water resources
consequently, there would be a ¢
and vehicle traffic. This increase in
impacts to water resources in the
and increased sedimentation rate
surface waters and wetlands in th

foot traffic could degrade wetlands

4.1.3.2 Proposed Action Alternat
Numerous water bodies and aquif
would be avoided to the extent pra
systems. Available structures alres
poles or towers when mounting t

needed for placement of the RVS s

would be mounted on existing structures due to the
If the structure is 50 years old or older or a Cold War
e SHPO would be necessary. The structure, if not
aluated for inclusion to the NRHP. If the structure is
ned to be eligible for inclusion in the NRHP then
would be determined through consultation with the
Like the construction of poles or towers, avoidance
RVS system to another building which is not eligible
the visual impacts of the mounted RVS equipment
structure itself and for NRHP eligible structures or

gnificant visual impacts. A viewshed analysis may be

=Y

-3

a potential for significant visual impacts to these

ped for each of the proposed RVS systems. These
cuss any local surface or ground water features that

roject.

would occur under the No Action Alternative;
ontinuation (and possibly an increase) of illegal foot
illegal foot and vehicle traffic could result in adverse
ROI, especially surface waters and wetlands. Erosion
s caused by illegal foot traffic trails could degrade
e ROIl. Additionally, the trampling of vegetation from
in the ROL.

ive
ers can be found throughout the ROI. Surface waters
cticable during construction of and placement of RVS

dy in existence would take preference aver new utility

he RVS systems. If necessary, new poles or towers

systems would not require ground disturbance deep or
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wide enough to disturb ground water supplies or ca
into surface waters. Proper maintenance of ¢
management practices during construction activitieg
accidental spills of fuels or lubricants that, if they

groundwater quality. Operation and maintenance @

effect on the ROI's surface or groundwater supplies 3

To avoid any potential impacts to water resource
proposed RVS systems would be placed at least 0.24
as stock tanks, drainages, washes/arroyos, and sprin

required. Some of the proposed RVS systems will

battery banks on an as needed basis. These self-con
propane eliminating the potential for water contamina
lubricants will be required for generators use in a

systems.

Impacts to Waters of the U.S. or wetlands are expeg
selection criteria and the project environmental re
locations are determined with the aid of the site selg

project environmental review checklist would be con

Use unnecessary amounts of runoff
onstruction equipment and best
5 would minimize the possibility of
pccurred, could affect surface and
f the RVS towers would have no

nd/or quality.

the 1,556

5 miles from any water bodies, such

s, where applicable,
gs if new poles or towers would be
contain generators for recharging
tained generators are powered with
ation. No petroleum products, oil, or

ssociation with the proposed RVS

ted to be avoided by using the site
2view checklist. Once site-specific
action criteria, field surveys and the

pleted to determine if jurisdictional

wetlands occur within the site-specific area. If jurisdictional wetlands are identified and

cannot be avoided, consultation with the appropriate USACE district and applicable

permits would be required before beginning construc

4.1.4 Air Quality

4.1.4.1 No Action Alternative

Air quality would not be significantly affected by th
Alternative. Without the proposed RVS systems,
become increasingly necessary, which could exace
Increased exhaust emissions from patrol vehicles ma
aggressive enforcement efforts. The magnitude of
several variables including number of vehicle trips,
Any change in air emissions would be insignificant a

the same as described in Chapter 3.

ion of the RVS site.

e implementation of the No Action
additional patrol activities would
rbate fugitive dust within the ROI.
y occur due to increased and more
these effects would depend upon
climatic conditions, and soil types.

nd air quality would remain virtually

RVS Programmatic EA

Draft



4.1.4.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Construction activities would be limited to small, isolated locations during installation of
the RVS equipment. The short duration of these activities, the type of equipment used,
and the good dispersion patterns of the region, indicate that air emissions would not be
created that would adversely affect regional air quality. Proper and routine maintenance
of all heavy construction equipment, vehicles, generators, and other equipment would be
implemented to ensure that air emissions are within the design standards of the piece of
equipment. Construction sites will be kept wet, to the extent practicable, to reduce
fugitive dust problems. Maintenance vehicles driving to and from the RVS sites would be

the only emission source required by the operation and maintenance of the RVS towers.

Generators have the potential to pe used as an energy source for some of the RVS
systems. Emissions and their effect on the region will depend on the hours of operation,
type of equipment used and the dispersion patterns of the region. However, since the
generators would be used intermittently to charge batteries on an as-needed basis, the
effects on regional air quality would be minor, localized, and temporary. Proper and
routine maintenance and the limited use of these generators would ensure that minimal

air emissions would result.

41.5 Noise

4.1.5.1 No Action Alternative
The No Action Alternative would not result in any increases or decreases in ambient
noise levels. The current illegal foot traffic, and other illegal activity would continue and
probably increase resulting in the|need for additional patrols or aerial reconnaissance

along the border which would increase ambient noise levels.

4.1.5.2 Proposed Action Alternative
This alternative would result in construction noise during RVS system installation along the
entire border; however, construction would occur in phases, be short in nature, and

generally occur in remote locations where sensitive noise receptors are not present.

Construction activities would increase noise levels temporarily at locations immediately
adjacent to the RVS sites. Noise levels created by construction equipment would vary

greatly depending on factors such as the type of equipment, the specific model, the

RVS Programmatic EA Draft
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operation being performed, and the condition of the equipment. The equivalent sound level

(Leq) of the construction activity also depends on the fraction of time that the equipment is
operated over the time period of the construction. Heavy equipment such as backhoes
and cement and dump trucks would cause temporary, localized, minor increases in
noise levels during construction. RVS system installation does not generally involve a lot
of equipment or require noisy construction equipment or techniques.

A construction noise assessment would not be required because RVS system installation

does not last for more than several days, noisy equ

cases would not take place near a noise-sensitive site

ipment is not involved, and in most

(i.e. residential areas or instifutions).

Most construction activities resulting from this alternative would produce only short-term

noise level increases. Construction would occur only
the DNLs and the chances of causing annayance

Since construction would only occur during daylight h

not expected to substantially affect adjacent noise sens

Generators associated with some of the proposed R

increase the ambient day-night average sound level
would be used primarily in rural areas where acces!
readily available and, thus, away from most res
generators would produce minimal additional noise
slightly. However, since the generators would be use¢
an as-needed basis, the effects of noise would be
urban areas, electric power from adjacent grids is th
noise sensitive receptors are bit usually located in

generators as a backup power source.

4.2
421

Site-specific EAs would be developed for each g

Biological Resources

Vegetation Communities

abbreviated EAs would further discuss local veg
affected by the proposed project.

during daylight hours, thus reducing
5. No blasting would be expected.
ours, these short-term increases are

sitive receptors or wildlife areas.

RVS systems would not significantly
DNL) of the area. These generators
s to electrical power sources is not
idential areas. The self-contained
and raise the ambient noise levels
d intermittently to charge batteries on
minor, localized, and temporary. In
e preferred power source; therefore,

proximity to RVS systems utilizing

f the proposed RVS sites. These

etation communities that may be
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4.2.1.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, th
USBP would not be as effective in
traffic. lliegal activity along the bor
increase. Therefore, illegal traffi
communities in the ROI. lllegal ent
by cutting vegetation for shelter ar

vegetation in the ROI.

4.2.1.2 Proposed Action Alternat
Very little vegetation would be dan
assuming a worst-case scenario :
entire northern and southern borde
ROWS that might be required. Ve
placement of RVS systems and
available. Additionally, available s
over new pole or tower constructi
impacts to vegetation communities
be minimized by using the site se
checklist. Once site-specific locati
criteria, field surveys and the proje

to determine the vegetation commy

it was assumed for the purposes
systems would not require any adg
be removed. Furthermore, RVS s
advantageous locations which allg
hill tops) thus the removal of mat
Site-specific surveys by qualified
avoiding rare, unique, or protecte
additional clearing of vegetation we
in conjunction with the proper NEH
required for each system and the

impacts to vegetation communitie

ere would be no construction of RVS systems and the
detecting and apprehending illegal entrants and foot
ders would continue at its current level and probably
¢ would continue to adversely impact vegetation
rants would continue to alter vegetation communities

nd fire, by causing accidental wildfires, and trampling

ive

naged under the Proposed Action Alternative; in fact,
approximately 32.1 acres would be impacted for the
2rs ROI exclusive of any access roads and powerline
getation would be avoided during construction of and
previously disturbed areas would be utilized when
tructures already in existence would take preference
on when locating the RVS systems to further reduce
. Impacts to vegetation communities are expected to
slection criteria and the project environmental review
ons are determined with the aid of the site selection
ct environmental review checklist would be completed

inities that occur within the site-specific area

of this PEA that installation and operation of the RVS
litional vegetation outside the construction footprint to
ystems are strategically placed upon topographically
w for optimum viewing levels (i.e. peaks, ridges, and
ure trees and vegetation is generally not necessary.
environmental professionals will assist the USBP in
d vegetation specimens or communities. However, if
are required, site-specific surveys would be conducted
PA documentation. Due to the limited size of the area
presence of similar habitat in the surrounding areas,

s would be insignificant. Once the RVS systems are
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installed, the operation and maintenance of the sys

vegetation within the ROI.

4.2.2 Wildlife Resources
4.2.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no

result the USBP would not be as effective in detec
illegal foot and vehicle traffic would continue at its ¢
This illegal traffic damages vegetation communitie
impacts to wildlife from the trampling of vegetation. A

has the potential to adversely impact wildlife commun

4.2.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative
Wildlife movement at the proposed pole or tower loc

Bl b

tems would have no effect on the

construction of RVS systems. As a
iting and apprehending UDAs and
urrent level and probably increase.
s and thereby causes synergistic
s a result the No Action Alternative
ities in the ROL

tions could potentially be impacted

by construction activities. The greatest movement gf small animals generally happens

when a disturbance occurs. Mobile animals escape to areas of similar habitat, while

other slow or sedentary animals such as reptiles, amphibians, and small mammals could

potentially be lost. This displacement and/or reduction in the number of animals would

not significantly impact animal communities due to the presence of similar habitat

adjacent to the proposed locations. Larger terrestrial wildlife movements in the

construction area would not be affected due to the short duration of construction

activities. Site-specific surveys by qualified environmental professionals will assist the

USBP in minimizing impacts to important wildlife habi

The operation and maintenance of the systems wo

wildlife once the RVS towers are installed.

4.2.3 Threatened and Endangered Species and (

Site-specific NEPA documentation would be develo
sites. These documents would further discuss any

that may be affected by the proposed project.

at.

uld have no effect on the region’s

Critical Habitat

ped for each of the proposed RVS

protected species or critical habitat

RVS Programmatic EA
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4.2.3.1 No Action Alternative

RVS systems would not be constru

USBP would not be as effective in
traffic would continue at its current
potential of adversely impacting th
entrants could impact threatened
shelter and fire, by causing accide
activities, by increasing erosion t

threatened or endangered plant spe

4.2.3.2 Proposed Action Alternati
Protected species occur in each of
USFWS and the state agency that
any RVS installation would occur
would be further evaluated and su
critical habitat by a qualified envirg
avoid areas that have been deeme
threatened or endangered species
initiated with the USFWS, as requir

cted under the No Action Alternative. As a result, the
detecting ahd apprehending illegal entrants and foot
evel and prébably increase. This illegal traffic has the
reatened an%d endangered species in the ROI. Hlegal
and erndan‘gered species by cutting vegetation for
ntal wildﬁreé, by disturbing sensitive nesting areas or
hrough repéated use of trails, or by trampling of

acies.

ve
the states covered by this PEA. Consultation with the
handles prbtected species would be required before
Before inétallation of the RVS systems, each site
rveyed for threatened and endangered species and
nmental professional. If RVS poles or towers cannot
:d as critical habitat or is in an area that would affect
populations, formal Section 7 consultation would be
ed by the ESA.

4.2.4 Unique and Environmentally Sensitive Areas

4.2.4.1 No Action Alternative

With the implementation of the No
RVS systems. As a result the \
apprehending illegal entrants and
probably increase. This illegal traj
areas in the ROL. As a result the
impact unique and sensitive areas
sensitive areas in the ROI by ¢
increasing erosion through the re

within these areas.

Action Alternative, there would be no construction of

JSBP would not be as effective in detecting and

foot traffic‘ would continue at its current level and

ffic would continue to damage unique and sensitive

No Action Alternative has the potential to adversely

lilegal entrénts would continue to impact unique and

sausing accidental wildfires, by creating trails and

peated use of these trails, and by discarding trash

RVS Programmatic EA
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4.2.4.2 Proposed Action Alternative

Impacts to unique and sensitive areas under the ¢
Alternative are unknown at this time. The impact
established based upon site-specific surveys, whic
locations of the RVS systems. Impacts to uniqu

addressed in conjunction with the site-specific sun

completion of the Proposed Action
s to these areas will have to be
h would depend upon the specific
e and sensitive areas would be

veys, project environmental review

checklist, and subsequent NEPA documentation. Site selection criteria and the project

environmental review checklist would ensure that
avoided where practical. If uniqgue and sensitive area

NEPA documents would be necessary.

4.3 Socioeconomic Resources
4.3.1 Land Use
4.3.1.1 No Action Alternative

unique and sensitive areas are

s are not avoided, then subsequent

Land use would continue as it currently exists under the No Action Alternative.

4.3.1.2 Proposed Action Alternative ,

By executing the Proposed Action Alternative land |
the RVS systems would change. In areas where
installation, land use would change from existing

systems. All areas outside of the permanent footp

ise for the site-specific locations of
poles or towers are selected for
land uses to the proposed RVS
rint of the RVS systems would be

returned to the previous land use. All land use changes would be localized and remain

within the footprint of the chosen RVS systems |
regional basis would not be affected. Operation an
alter land use in the ROI.

4.3.2 Socioeconomics
4.3.2.1 No Action Alternative

ocation; therefore, land use on a

d maintenance activities would not

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would take place. As a result, there

would be no temporary direct benefits from caonstruction through purchasing of

construction materials and other project expenditures. In addition, the current illegal foot

traffic, and other iliegal activity would continue which

would result in a probable increase

in insurance costs, property losses, law enforcement expenses, and other social costs

(i.e., drug rehabilitation, medical expenses, and labor opportunities). The No Action

RVS Programmatic EA
4-12

Draft




Alternative would continue to endanger the lives and increase health risks to UDAs
attempting to cross both the southern and northern borders and the safety of USBP
agents who attempt to apprehend them.

4.3.2.2 Proposed Action Alternative
The labor for this alternative would be provided|by private contractors from outside the

region, resulting in only temporary increases in the population of the project area. When

possible, materials and other project expenditiires would predominantly be obtained

through merchants in the local community resulting in a temporary direct economic benefit.
All construction activities, regardless of the area,|would be limited to daylight hours only.
Safety buffer zones would be designated around all construction sites to ensure public
health and safety. No residential or commercial/industrial facilities would be displaced by
the proposed action. No displacement would result from this action and, therefore, there
would be no direct impacts to housing in the area. No changes to local employment rates,
poverty levels, or local incomes wpuld occur ag a result of this project. No impacts to
health or human safety would result from the proposed RVS systems. The increased
surveillance along both the northern and southern borders would, in turn, reduce illegal
traffic in those areas. lllegal immigration in aregs has been associated with increased
reports of car theft, prowlers, break-ins, and other illegal activities. A reduction in illegal
UDA traffic resulting from increased surveillance from the operation of the proposed RVS

systems would subsequently reduce crime in these areas.

433 Environmental Justice/Protection of Children
4.3.31 Executive Order 12898 Environmental Justice
This project would not result in any violations of the intent of Executive Order 12898 that
addresses environmental justice. The ROI for this project is predominantly Caucasian
except where noted in Chapter 3| A large portion of both the northern and southern
border consists of low-income populations but there is a small population in the ROl and

consequently a low density of housing.

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, no increases if surveillance would be conducted. As a
result no impact would be anticipated under the No Action Alternative for environmental

justice issues.

RVS Programmatic EA Draft
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Proposed Action Alternative

The Proposed Action Alternative would beneficially
race and/or income level. The proposed action
disproportionately high or adverse environmental he
low-income populations. This conclusion is based on
environmental effects have been identified for any re

low-income, children, or otherwise) analyzed in this P

433.2 Executive Order 13045 Protection of Ch
Executive Order 13045 requires each Federal

environmental health risks and safety risks that ma
that

disproportionate risks to children that result from e

and “ensure its policies, programs, ac
risks.” This Executive Order was prompted by t
undergoing physiological growth and developmen

environmental health and safety risks than adults.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no increases
establishment of RVS poles or towers would occu
protection of children would occur. The current illegz
activity would continue creating a more unsafe envir

Proposed Action Alternative.

Proposed Action Alternative

The proposed action as described in this PEA would n
adverse environmental health or safety impacts to ch
the fact that no significant adverse environmental e
resource area or population (minority, low-income, ch
PEA. Furthermore, because of the relatively low pop
the northern and southern borders, construction pro
residential areas where children would likely be encol
crime resulting from the increased surveillance wol
children throughout the ROI.

affect the entire ROl regardless of

in this PEA would not result in

alth or safety impacts to minority or

the fact that no significant adverse

source area or population (minority,

EA.

Idren

Agency “to identify and assess
y disproportionately affect children;
tivities, and standards address
nvironmental health risks or safety
he recognition that children, still

t, are more sensitive to adverse

in surveillance from either the
r. As a result no issues regarding
3| traffic and its associated criminal

onment for children than under the

ot result in disproportionately high or
lildren. This conclusion is based on
ffects have been identified for any
Idren, or otherwise) analyzed in this
ulation and housing densities along
jects would likely occur away from
untered. In contrast, the reduction in

uld create a safer environment for
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4.4 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources Involved In

Implementation of the Proposed Action
The proposed action would result in the permanent conversion or loss of up to 32.1 total
acres of various habitats. It should be noted that this is a worst-case scenario and INS
currently estimates that the actual impacted acreage is anticipated to be closer to 4.8
acres. The proposed action would also require the irretrievable commitment of fuel,
labor, building materials, and monetary resources.

4.5 Relationship Between Local and Short-term use of Society’s Environment

and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long term Environmental
Productivity
Benefits derived from the control of illegal entrants and narcotics trafficking into the U.S.
and the adverse impacts associated with the construction activities necessary to

accomplish this control represent trade-offs between the local, short-term use and the

long-term stability and productivity

of society’s environment. The proposed action would

reduce the flow of illegal drugs and entrants to the U.S. and consequently, reduce the

social costs associated with managing these issues.

Short-term local adverse direct

effects resulting from habitat disturbances would be off-set by long-term regional benefits

including protection from illegal vehicle and foot traffic, accidental fires caused by illegal

entrants, lower costs to the county

rates for homeowners and busines

and a reduction in illegal traffic brea

for health and emergency services, lower insurance
s near the border, reduction in crime near the border,

ching and entering near the border.

The proposed action would require the conversion of up to 32.1 acres, cumulatively,

depending upon the amount of RVS towers installed. Most of this acreage is expected to

have been previously disturbed and does not provide suitable habitat for most wildlife

populations. The long-term produg
proposed project. INS would mak
valuable wildlife habitat by using pr

and for construction staging areas.

tivity of these lands would be lost over the life of the
e every attempt practicable to avoid disturbances to

eviously disturbed sites for the proposed RVS systems

RVS Programmatic EA
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4.6 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
This section summarizes some of the potential imp
RVS systems that would be unavoidable and ady
INS/USBP have implemented the environmental des

6. Additional discussion of unavoidable adverse imp

acts associated with the proposed
erse and that would remain after
ign measures discussed in Chapter

acts will be included in subsequent

tiered NEPA documents and will be addressed on a site-specific basis.

4.6.1 Physical Resources
Unavoidable adverse impacts would include the pert

of soil from biological and agricultural production.

4.6.2 Biological Resources

Unavoidable adverse impacts to biological resourc
pieces of habitat totaling less than 32.1 acres. The
habitat for terrestrial plant and animal species th
region. Impacts to threatened and endangered s

evaluated on a site-specific basis.

manent removal of up to 32.1 acres

es would include the loss of small
pieces that would be disturbed are
at are widespread throughout the

pecies and critical habitat will be
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5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

This section of the PEA addresses
implementation of the alternatives
that are planned for the region. Th
regarding cumulative effects that

selected.

The Council of Environmental Qu

impact of multiple present and fu
significant effects. Cumulative imj

muitiple land uses and develof

environment.

Available past NEPA documents
USBP operations/activities and infr
These included, but were not limitg
Programmatic Environmental Impa
infrastructure within Naco-Doug
Programmatic Environmental Imp:
component of the affected environ
order to identify which would ha

proposed activities.

5.1
USBP Sector headquarters were ¢

Federal Projects

projects within the sectors of the C,
that would be impacted by a project
ROI are given in the following list.

guantification of impacts are unknoy

the potential cumulative impacts associated with the
outlined in Section 2.0 and other projects/programs
e following paragraphs present a general discussion

would be expected irrespective of the alternative

ality defines cumulative impacts as the incremental
ture actions with individually minor but collectively
pacts can be concisely defined as the total effect of

oments, including their interrelationships, on the

were reviewed to evaluate cumulative effects of the
astructure construction projects for the border region.
ad to, IEAs from previous and current INS projects, a
ct Statement (PEIS) (USACE 1994), an EA for INS
as Corridor (INS 2000),
act Statement (USACE 2001). An analysis of each

ment was completed from the existing documents in

and a Supplemental

ve cumulative impacts as a result of the past and

pntacted in order to determine on-going and proposed

entral Region. Where possible, estimates of the acres

are given. Projects proposed for implementation in the

All projects are in the planning and design phase and

vn unless otherwise specified.
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Montana

Planned projects in the Havre Sector consist of the

construction of a building at Havre

Sector Headquarters, clearing adjacent to several of the POEs, and the installation of

cameras on buildings at several POEs.

North Dakota

The Grand Forks Sector is presently proposing to construct of a new USBP station in

Pembina, North Dakota.

Texas

The construction of new USBP stations in|Sierra Blarjca, Alpine, and Presidio, Texas are

currently scheduled in the Marfa Sector. The Del Ri
new USBP station for the Eagle Pass Station which
New border roads are being proposed in the Del Rio

and a communication tower. The Del Ria Sector is

USBP stations for the Comstock and Carrizo Sprin

impact approximately 10 acres at each location.

Approximately 21 RVS systems and 4 communicatio
be installed in the Laredo Sector. A USBP checkpoir
Highway (IH) 35 and the use of a temporary USB
Camino Columbia Toll Road and IH 35 ar‘ also antici
The McAllen Sector is in the planning | phase of

Headquarters and a new USBP station for the Mc/
impact approximately 30 acres and 20 acres, re
Station is expected to impact approximately 25 acres
Sector is anticipating additional facilities at the |
construction of a new USBP station for the Weslac
replacement of radio towers, and the installation of 2
the McAllen Sector.

o Sector is planning to construct a
will impact approximately 37 acres.
Sector along with 10 RVS systems
forecasting the construction of new

gs Stations, which is estimated to

n towers are currently scheduled to
it at milemarker 29 along Interstate
P checkpoint at the intersection of

pated in the Laredo Sector.

the construction of a new Sector
Allen Station which is estimated to
spectively. The future Brownsville
in the McAllen Sector. The McAllen
Rio Grande City Station and the
0 Station. Road levee clearing, the
1 RVS system are also proposed in
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5.2

Resources such as soil and water

Cumulative Effects on Resources

resources would be impacted for a short term during

and immediately after completion of RVS system installation. None of these resources

would be expected to incur signifi

area impacted for a single RVS sys

systems does not indicate a potent

cant cumulative adverse impacts. Due to the small
tem and the isolated location, the installation of RVS

al excursion that could affect soil or water resources.

Soils that are denuded during construction activities would be vulnerable to erosion;

however, these areas would quic

erosion.

The primary cumulative effect of t
vegetation and associated wildlife

(California to Texas), a total of a

grassland and desert scrub comm

(JTF-6) road, range, fence, and he

for the INS (USACE 1999). This re

within the area along the entire U.S

Since 1994, INS activities were ex

construction of road and fence proj

area anticipated to be disturbed ov¢

to 1994, would amount to approxim

Long-term indirect cumulative eff
However, these effects, both bene
guantify. Reductions in habitat |
competition for available food and s
populations. Decreased patrol acti
decrease the potential for some wi

gains would not be expected to resy

Installations of RVS systems we
raptors to be electrocuted or to be

deaths to raptors due to collision

kly be re-vegetated or covered in order to prevent

he past and proposed projects is permanent loss of
habitat. Throughout the entire U.S.-Mexico border
bout 3,750 acres of vegetation, mostly semi-desert
unities, has been removed by Joint Task Force Six
lipad repair and other construction activities primarily
presents less than 0.01 percent of the total land area

.-Mexico border.

pected to impact about 2,054 acres primarily due to
ects (USACE 2001). These effects combined with the
or the next five years and the amount altered previous
ately 10,700 acres during the period 1989 to 2004.

ects have occurred and would continue to occur.
ficial and adverse, are difficult, if not impossible, to
have undoubtedly created inter- and intra-species
helter and, eventually, slight reductions in some wildlife
vities as a result of the use of RVS systems would
dlife specimens to be accidentally hit and killed. Such

ilt in significant additions to wildlife populations.

re considered regardihg the potential increase for

come entangled in overhead powerlines. Injuries and

with powerlines and support (guide) wires do occur,

RVS Programmatic EA
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however studies have indicated these structures do not present a major problem. The
proposed RVS systems are not expected to contain support (guide) wires and would not
significantly contribute to raptor collisions with towers. RVS poles and towers have the
potential to be used by raptors for predation, which may result in a decrease of some

prey populations.

Close coordination and approval from the appropriate state agencies would be required

for any activity potentially affecting any unique or sensitive areas (i.e., wilderness areas,
conservation areas, national parks, etc.) to ensure adverse effects would be avoided or

substantially reduced in significance.

According to the USACE (2001) Final Supplemental Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement, the total amount of wetlands and Waters of the U.S. that have been
impacted by JTF-6 for INS projects since 1994 has been less than five acres. Impacts to
these valuable habitats have been avoided, wherever practicable, resulting in the low
acreage figure. Each project that cannot avoid effects to wetland and/or Waters of the
U.S would be coordinated through the Section 404 permit process with the appropriate

regulatory agencies.

Air emissions have been produced by vehicles, aircraft, and heavy equipment; however,
these have not resulted in significant cumulative impacts due to the short duration of the
activities, the dispersion capabilities of the region, and the remote locations of most of
the operations. Due to the small area impacted for a single RVS system and the isolated
location, the installation of RVS systems does not indicate a potential excursion that
could violate NAAQS.

Direct cumulative impacts on socioeconomics would be expected to be beneficial but
insignificant. The magnitude of the effects would be expected to be insignificant because
local expenditures would be minimal and the economic multipliers in the region.
Cumulative indirect effects to socioeconomic resources (e.g., purchase of supplies)
would be beneficial, but insignificant. The implementation of the Proposed Action
Alternative would allow USBP to more efficiently| and effectively detect, deter and
apprehend illegal traffickers, thereby reducing social costs associated with property

damages, violent crimes, drug treatment and rehabilitation, and entitlement programs.

RVS Programmatic EA Draft
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5.21

Many positive cumulative impacts

Benefits Associated with |

NS Activities

have also been realized through INS activities. RVS

systems and other USBP operations have had cumulative positive impacts on

socioeconomic resources within th

illegal drug smuggling activities. Ad
endangered species’ locations, d

through surveys and monitoring

completed from 1994 to 1999 ha

resource sites considered potentiall

5.2.2 Other Agencies

Plans by other agencies and privat

the region’s natural and human e

comprehensive list of these project

being prepared which could affect

USBP must maintain close coor

activities do not conflict with their

documentation would address cum

e border area and the nation through reductions in
ditional knowledge regarding numerous threatened or
stribution, and life requisites have been obtained
efforts associated with INS actions. INS activities
ve provided information on over 100 new cultural

y eligible for NRHP listing.

e/commercial entities in the region would also affect
nvironment. Due to the large ROI of this project, a
5 is not practical. In addition, documents are currently
areas currently in use by the USBP. The INS and
dination with these agencies to ensure that their
policies' or management plans. Subsequent NEPA

Ulative effects on a local or regional basis.
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES

This chapter describes those measures that could be implemented to reduce or eliminate
potential adverse impacts to the human and natural environment. Many of these measures
have been incorporated as standard operating procedures for INS. The mitigation
measures are presented for each resource category that could be potentially affected. The
proposed mitigation measures would be coordinated through the appropriate agencies
and land managers/administrators prior to initiation of construction. Environmental design
measures will vary on a case-by-case basis once site-specific locations are identified for
the proposed RVS systems and will be discussed in greater detail in subsequent tiered
NEPA documents.

6.1 Soils

In order to assess impacts to prime farmland, a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form
(Form AD-1006) must be completed and submitted to the NRCS (Appendix C). NRCS wiill
measure the relative value of the site as farmland on a scale of 0-100 according to the
information sources listed in Sec. 658.5(a) of the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA).
After the agency receives the score of the site’s relative value as described in Sec.
658.4(a) of the FPPA and then applies the site assessment criteria which are set forth in
Sec. 658.5 (b) and (c), the agency would assign to the site a combined score of up to 260
points composed of up to 100 points for relative value and up to 160 points for the site
assessment. With this score the agency would be able to identify the effect of its programs

on farmland and make a determination as to the suitability of the site for conversion.

Soil erosion control can be greatly enhanced with the use of Best Management Practices
(BMPs). BMPs were designed to reduce the impacts of non-point source pollution during
forestry, construction, agriculture and cultivation activities. BMPs include such things as
buffers around water bodies to reduce the risk of siltation, building of water bars to slow
the flow of water down hill, and placing culvert where streams have to be traversed.
These BMPs will greatly reduce the amount of soil lost to runoff during heavy rain events

and ensure the integrity of the construction site if followed properly.

Vehicular traffic associated with engineering and construction activities should remain on
established roads to the maximum extent practicable. Previously disturbed routes and/or

locations would be utilized during construction to the maximum extent practicable to

RVS Programmatic EA Draft
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reduce soil disturbances. Areas with highly erod
consideration to ensure incorporation of various

materials, wetting compounds, and revegetation
erosion. Erosion control measures such as waterbars
would be implemented during and after construction
be needed to ensure long-term recovery of the a
erosion problems. Native seeds and plants will be us
enhancement of protected species would be conside
of the ESA.

6.2 Water Resources

The proposed RVS installations would not require SW
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit pro
located within the ROl and are unavoidable, early

district, EPA, the county NRCS, and other appropriate
to the initiation of the construction activities. Applica
would be completed prior to any work in these areas.
flagged, and silt fences and hay bales placed around

any unnecessary impacts to the wetland areas.

6.3 Biological Resources

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) requires that F
USFWS if construction activity would result in t
construction or clearing activities were scheduled dur
be performed to identify active nests. If construction
a migratory bird, then coordination with the USF
department and applicable permits would be obtain
activities. Another mitigation measure that would
construction activities outside the nesting season n
bird surveys. The proposed RVS systems would alsa
reducing fatal bird strikes on communication towers
locating new antennae arrays on existing towers wh
as short as possible without guy wires or lighting an

lights are necessary for aviation safety.

ble soils would be given special
compaction techniques, aggregate
o ameliorate the subsequent soil
5, gabions, haybales, and reseeding
activities. Revegetation efforts will
rea and to prevent significant soil
sed to assist in the conservation and

2red, as required by Section 7(a)(1)

VPPP permits as part of the National
cess. If jurisdictional wetlands are
coordination with the local USACE
> agencies would be completed prior
ble Section 404 permit procedures
When identified, wetlands would be

the wetland to eliminate and impede

ederal agencies coordinate with the
If

ing nesting seasons, surveys would

he take of a migratory bird.

activities would result in the take of
WS and the state game and fish
ed prior to construction or clearing
be considered is to schedule all
egating the requirement for nesting
comply with USFWS guidelines for
. These guidelines recommend co-
cnever possible and to build towers

d use white strobe lights whenever
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Local threatened and endangered
obtained from the USFWS Regiong
abbreviated EA. Species and hab

species lists and critical habitat information should be
1| offices and the appropriate state agencies for each

itat surveys should be performed in the proposed

project areas, if needed, to determine whether any species or habitat may be

detrimentally effected (See Section

6.4 Cultural Resources

Prior to any ground disturbing actiy

consultation will be initiated with

archaeological surveys will be con

any cultural resources that will be

resources are discovered within t
measures would be implemented

mitigation measures would be de

and/or THPO along with other in

would be avoidance if possible.

In areas where the RVS equipme

3.5 for more information).

ity, particularly construction of RVS towers or poles,
the SHPO and/or THPO. Site records checks and
ducted at each site in order to determine if there are
impacted during construction. If significant cultural
he area to be impacted, the appropriate mitigation
to minimize the impacts to those resources. These
veloped in consultation with the appropriate SHPO

terested parties. The preferred mitigation measure

nt will be mounted on buildings, the building to be

impacted would need to be evaluated for historic significance if it is 50 years old or older

or a Cold War Era building. If the
significant and eligible for listing
would be developed in consultation
other interested parties. The pre
possible.

All sites would be assessed for vis
of the new construction and/or eq
impacts to cultural resources, pa
viewshed analysis would be appr¢

impacts if any.

Through all levels of the Section 1
with the appropriate Federally re

impacted area. These consultatior

building is found to be historically, or architecturally
in the NRHP then appropriate mitigation measures
1 with the appropriate SHPO and/or THPO along with

oferred mitigation measure would be avoidance if

ual impacts to any cultural resources within eyesight

juipment. If there is a potential for significant visual

rticularly structures and/or historic districts, then a

ppriate in order to determine the extent of the visual

06 and NEPA process, consultation will be conducted

cognized tribes that claim a cultural affinity to the

ns could take the form of formal consultation letters,
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reviews of the NEPA documents, and reviews of the cultural resources survey reports for

the appropriate projects. The construction of RVS

poles and towers can be further

expedited through the establishment of Programmatic Agreements (PAs) with the

appropriate Native American tribes outlining the types

of projects and conditions in which

direct consultation would be appropriate. These PAs|would be developed in accordance

with appropriate Federal laws regarding Native American consultation between the

Federal Entity and the Native American Tribes.
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

71 Agency Coordination

This chapter discusses consultation and coordination that has occurred during
preparation of the draft and final versions of this document. This includes contacts that
were made during the development of the proposed action and writing of the PEA.

Formal and informal coordination was conducted with the following agencies:

Montana Natural Heritage Program

Montana Department of Environmental Quality

Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks

North Dakota Game and Fish Department

North Dakota Natural Heritage Program

North Dakota Department of Health

North Dakota State Water Commission

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Minnesota Department of Environmental Quality

Wisconsin Bureau of Endangered Resources

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources

New Mexico Natural Heritage Program

New Mexico Environment Department

New Mexico Game and Fish Department

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

Texas Water Development Board

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Regional Offices
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) State Offices
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Regions 5, 6, and 8
International Boundary and Water Cornmission

Federally Recognized Native American Tribes

State Historic Preservation Offices

7.2 Public Review

The Notice of Availability (NOA) will be published in local newspapers and the Draft PEA
will be made available for public review for a period of 30 days. Comments will be
incorporated into the Final PEA as|well as included as an appendix. Proof of publication

of the NOA for the Draft PEA will also be included as appendices.

RVS Programmatic EA Preliminary Draft
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1.0 Standard Designs for RVS
Previous NEPA documents and ¢
reviewed in order to determine stan
utilized by the USBP can either
existing towers, or mounted on e;
designs common to existing RVS s

1.1 Standard Design for Pole

Systems
ngineering drawings of existing RVS systems were
dard designs of existing RVS systems. RVS systems

be pole mounted, tower mounted, co-located with

xisting buildings. A brief description of the standard

ystems is given in the following subsections.

Mounted RVS Systems

The standard design for pole mounted RVS

systems would consist of multiple color

cameras (low-light and infrared) and

transmitters to send the signals back to the
USBP Stations. An example of an RVS camera
is shown in the picture to the left. The cameras
used by RVS systems are similar to those used
Teller Machines (ATMs),

in  Automatic

agencies. This equipment would &
level, depending upon the local ter
mounted on a rectangular or trian
that holds the microwave and ante
cameras mounted on pan-and-tilt
control equipment. An example of
platform with all the RVS equipme
shown in the picture to the rig
number and types of equipment ¢
number and types of cameras use
UDA

variables. In addition, one or mo

monitored, traffic, and

parabolic antennas are mounted on

nnae systems,

ht. The exact
lepend on the
ad, area to be

stadiums, casinos, banks, and law enforcement

e mounted approximately 40-80 feet above ground

rain and surrounding development. The equipment is

gular platform

pedestals and
a rectangular

nt mounted is

other design

re small solid

the platform railings or on a separate antenna mount

depending upon several design variables. The antennas are used to fransmit signals

between RVS systems and ulfim;
would be mounted on steel or ¢

diameter. Typical pole placement 1

ately to a USBP command center. The equipment
oncrete poles that are approximately three feet in

equires a foundation that is an approximately 4-ft. in
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diameter by 12-ft. deep hole drilled by an auger, but the design is
dependent upon subterranean characteristics determined by subsurface
investigations. Concrete is placed in the hole and around the pole forming a
concrete pad approximately 36 square feet (ft%) (6 ft X 6 ft) at each site, to
anchor the pole in the ground. An overview of a pole mounted RVS system
is shown in the picture to the right. Power to the RVS systems are generally
supplied via aerial lines from adjacent grids, small generators with batteries,

or by solar power depending

on the location. RVS systems,
which |utilize power from

adjacent grids, are generally

construgted within an area of
20 feet X 20 feet (400 ft?). :
Solar powered RVS systems require a
slightly larger area, approximately 30 ft X 30
ft (900 (ft®) in order to accommodate the

solar panels, equipment, and a backup

power source. An example of a typical setup

for a solar powered RVS system is shown in the picture to the left.

1.2 Standard Design for RVS Towers

The standard design for the RVS towers would be a steel, three-legged
tower that is 80 to 200 feet high, depending upon|the location of the
tower. An example of a tower mounted RVS system is shown in the
drawing to the left. The cameras would be installed at a height that
would ensure a satisfactory view and provide a|clear pathway for
transmission of information to relay stations and/orn the USBP station.
Three circular concrete pilings, approximately three feet in diameter,
would be poured at each site to anchor the tower |egs in the ground.

The towers and associated facilities would occupy an area of 900 ft* (30

ft X 30 ft). Crushed stone is generally placed where there is no concrete

and an 8-foot chain link fence is commonly used to enclose the area.
Power to the RVS equipment would be supplied via aerial or underground lines from

adjacent electrical grids.
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1.3 Building Mounted and Co-located RVS systems

RVS components can also be installed on top of existing
structures| such as buildings, water towers, billboards, railroad
bridges, or any structures within proximity of the area requiring

surveillance. An example on a RVS system

mounted |on a building is shown in the
pictures on the left and the right. In addition,
RVS systems can be co-located on existing

radio and \|communication towers. The use of
existing buildings and co-location with other towers negates the need
for ground disturbing activities, provided an existing power source

could be utilized.

14 Operation and Maintenance Effects
The RVS equipment would require very little maintenance activities. Any such activities
would be mostly limited to technology-based maintenance, and therefore, would not

have any significant adverse impacts to the natural or human environment.

RVS systems transmit signals in line-of-sight between two given points. Unlike cellular
and satellite systems, microwaves do not travel outside of a very narrow beam width and
therefore would not be received by anything other than another RVS system.
Frequencies by which RVS towers transmit signals are regulated and licensed by the
Federal Communications Commission (FCC). All RVS systems would be in full
compliance with FCC regulations and operate within frequencies assigned specifically to
government agencies; therefore, local transmissions (i.e., television, radio, and cable)
would not be affected by the transmission signals relayed between the RVS systems

and the USBP control centers.
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Appendix B - List of CommonIScEentific Names (INS Central Region Land Border)

PLANTS

Black grama/Bouteloua eriopoda
Black mangrove/Avicennia germinans
Bull nettle/Cnidoscolus texanus
Cattail/Typha spp.

Common reed/Phragmites communis
Creosotebush/Larrea tridentata
Dayflower/Commelina spp.
Duckweed/Lemna spp.

Field ragweed/Ambrosia confertiflora
Flatsedge/Cyperus spp.

Gray oak/Quercus grisea

Live oak/Quercus virginiana
Lotebush/Ziziphus obtusifolia
Mesquite/Prosopis glandulosa
Pink pappusgrass/Pappophorum bicolor
Pinyon pine/Pinus cembroides
Saltcedar /Tamarix spp.
Sandsage/Artemisia filifolia
Sea rocket/Cakile fusiformis
Texas pricklypear/Opuntia lindheimeri
Texas sage/Leucophyllum frutescens
Tobosa/Hilaria mutica
Whitebush/Aloysia gratissima
Yaupon/llex vomitoria
Yuccal/Yucca spp.

BIRDS

Bank swallow/Riparia riparia
Belted kingfisher/Ceryle alcyon
Black-throated sparrow/Amphispiza belli
Blue jay/Cyanocitta cristata
Cerulean warbler/Dendroica cerulea
Chestnut-backed chickadees/Poecile rufescens
Chihuahuan raven/Corvus cryptoleucus
Curved-billed thrasher/Toxostoma curvirostre
Cerulean warbier/Dendroica cerulea
Chihuahuan raven/Corvus cryptoleucus
Eastern meadowlark/Sturnella magna
Ferruginous hawk/ Buteo regalis
Gambel's quail/Callipepla gambelii
Golden eagle/Aquila chrysaefos
Great gray owl/ Strix Nebulosa
Green-backed heron/Butorides straitus
Horned lark/Eremophila alpestris
Lark bunting/Calamospiza melanocorys

RVS Programmatic EA Revised Preliminary Draft
B-1




LA

Mourning dove/Zenaida macroura

Northern juncos/ Junco hyemalis
Ovenbird/Seiurus aurocapillus

Ptarmigan/ Lagopus leucurus

Red-breasted nuthatch/Sita canadensis
Red-tailed hawk/Buteo jamaicensis
Rose-breasted grosbeak/Pheucticus ludovicianus
Sage grouse/ Centrocercus urophasianus
Scaled quail/Callipepla squamata

Scarlet tanager/Piranga olivacea

Sharp-tailed grouse/ Tympanuchus phasianellus
Spotted sandpiper/Actitis macularia

Western meadowlark/Sturnella neglecta
White-throated sparrow/Zonotrichia albicollis
Wild turkey/Meleagris gallopavo

Yellow-bellied sapsucker/Sphyrapicus varius

MAMMALS

American badger/Taxidea taxus

American buffalo/ Bison bison

American marten/ Martes Americana
Armadillo/Dasypus bellus

Beaver/ Castor canadensis

Black bear/Urus americanus

Black-tailed jackrabbit/Lepus califomicus
Black-tailed prairie dog/Cynomys ludovicianus
Bobcat/Lynx rufus

Bobwhite quail/ Colinus virginianus

Bushytail woodrat/ Neofoma cinerea

Collared peccary (Javelina)/Tayassu tajacu
Coyote/Canis latrans

Desert cottontail/Sylvilagus audubonii

Eastern chipmunk/ Tamias striatus

Eastern fox squirrel/Sciurus niger

Elk/ Cervus Elaphus

Flying squirrel/ Glaucomys sabrinus

Ground squirrel/ Spemophilus parryii

Gulf Coast kangaroo rat/Dipodomys compactus
Javelina/ Tayassu tajacu

Lagomorphs/ Sylvilagus audubonii vallicola
Marmot/ Marmota flaviventris

Mexican freetail bat/ Tadarida brasiliensis mexicana
Mexican ground squirrel/Spermophilus mexicanus
Mexican woodrat/Neotoma mexicana

Mink/ Mustela vison

Mountain goat/ Oreamnos americanus
Mountain lion/ Felis concolor

Mule deer/Odocoileus hemionus
Pronghorn/Antilocapra Americana

Muskrat/ Ondatra zibethicus

Pocket gopher/ Thomomys talpoides
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Raccoon/ Procyon lotor
Red-tailed Chipmunk/ Tamias ruficaudus
Ringtail/Bassariscus astutus

River otter/ Lutra canadensis
Striped skunk/Mephitis mephiti
Short tail weasel/ Mustela erminea
Snowshoe hare/ Lepus americanus
Thirteen-lined ground squirrel/ Spermophiius tridecemlineatus
White-tailed deer/Odocoileus virginianus

Whitetail jackrabbit/ Lepus townsendi
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Appendix C: NRHP Listed Propgrt

NRHP Listed Property

Blaine County, Montana

Chief Joseph Battleground of the Bear
Dave's Texaco

Lodgepole Community Hall

Lohman Block

Scherlie, Anna, Homestead Shack
Young Brothers Chevrolet Garage

Flathead, Montana

s Paw

Adair, W. L., General Mercantile Historic District

Alexander and Busey Houses
Anderson Style Shop
Apgar Fire Lookout

Bader--Jaquette and Westwang House

Beaman House

Belly River Ranger Station Historic Dis
Belton Chalets

Billsborough House

Bowman Lake Patrol Cabin
Bowman Lake Road

Boyd's Shop

Brice Apartments

Bull Head Lodge and Studio
Cattle Queen Snowshoe Cabin
City Water Department

Coal Creek Patrol Cabin
Conrad, Charles E., Mansion

Continental Oil Company Filling Station

trict

Continental Oil Company Warehouse and Garage

Cornelius Hedges Elementary School
Courthouse Historic District

Dean, A. J., House

East Glacier Ranger Station Historic D
East Side Historic District

Equity Supply Company Elevator and
Federal Building

Ferguson House

Fielding Snowshoe Patrol Cabin

Fish Creek Bay Boathouse

Fisher House

Flathead Wholesale Grocery

Ford Creek Patrol Cabin

Gay, Edward, House

Gibson--Lebert House

strict

Creamery

ies within the ROI

s and Rental Property

County

Chinook
Chinook
Lodgepole
Chinook
Turner
Chinook

Polebridge
Kalispell
Kalispell
West Glacier
Kalispell
Kalispell
West Glacier
West Glacier
Kalispell
West Glacier
West Glacier
Kalispell
Kalispell
Apgar

West Glacier
Kalispell
West Glacier
Kalispell
Kalispell
Kalispell
Kalispell
Kalispell
Kalispell
West Glacier
Kalispell
Kalispell
Kalispell
Kalispeli
West Glacier
West Glacier
Kalispell
Kalispell
West Glacier
Kalispell
Kalispell

RVS Programmatic EA

C-1

Revised Preliminary Draft




NRHP Listed Property
Going-to-the-Sun Road
Going-to-the-Sun Road

Graham House

Granite Park Chalet

Great Northern Railway Buildings
Great Northern Railway Buildings
Great Northern Railway Depot
Gregg--Moses House

Gunsight Pass Shelter

Harrison Lake Patrol Cabin
Headquarters Historic District
Heaven's Peak Fire Lookout
Heller Building

Hodgson House

Hornet Lookout

Hotel Norden

Houtz House

Huckleberry Fire Outlook

Izaak Walton Inn

Johnson--Lee House

Kalispell Flour Mill

Kalispell Monumental Company
Kalispell--American Laundry
Kearney Rapids Bridge

Keith, Harry C., House

Kerr House

Kintla Lake Ranger Station
Kishenehn Ranger Station Historic District
Lake McDonald Lodge Historic District
Lake McDonald Lodge Historic District
Leibig House

Lewis Glacier Hotel

Lincoln Creek Snowshoe Cabin

Logan Creek Patrol Cabin

Logging Creek Ranger Station Historic District
Loneman Fire Lookout

Long House

Lower Logging Lake Snowshoe Cabin and Boathouse
Lower Nyack Snowshoe Cabin

Lower Park Creek Patrol Cabin

Main Street Commercial Historic District
McCarthy Homestead Cabin

McCarthy, Margaret, Homestead

McGee House

McMannamy House and Rental Properties

County

West Glacier

West Glacier

Kalispell

West Glacier

Glacier National Park
Glacier National Park
Kalispell

Kalispell

West Glacier

Glacier National Park
West Glacier

West Glacier

Kalispell

Kalispell

Flathead National Forest
Kalispell

Kalispeli

West Glacier

Essex

Kalispell

Kalispell

Kalispell

Kalispell

Bigfork -
Kalispell

Kalispell

West Glacier -
West Glacier

West Glacier

West Glacier —
Kalispell

West Glacier

Glacier National Park, W. _
Glacier

West Glacier
West Glacier
West Glacier
Kalispell
West Glacier
West Glacier
West Glacier
Kalispell
West Glacier
Big Prairie
Kalispell
Kalispeli
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NRHP Listed Property County
Miller, J. K., Homestead Big Prairie
Mount Brown Fire Lookout West Glacier
North Fork Road West Glacier
Norwegian Evangelical Lutheran Church and Parsonage Kalispell
Numa Ridge Fire Lookout West Glacier
Nyack Ranger Station Historic District West Glacier
O'Neil Lumber Company Office Kalispell
Pass Creek Snowshoe Cabin West Glacier
Polebridge Ranger Station Historic District West Glacier
Polebridge to Numa Ridge Phoneline West Glacier
Porter Ranch Barn Kalispell
Ptarmigan Tunnel West Glacier
Quartz Lake Patrol Cabin West Glacier
Raftery, William, Homestead Big Prairie
Reid--Kent House Kalispell
Ringleberg, Cornelius, House Kalispell
Rogers House Kalispell
Roose--Eckelberry House Kalispell
Russell School Kalispell
Saint Mary Ranger Station West Glacier
Sauser--Mercord Building Kalispell
Scalplock Mountain Fire Lookout West Glacier
Scandinavian Methodist Church Kalispell
Schoenberger, Anton, Homestead Big Prairie
Schoenberger, Charlie, Homestead Big Prairie
Scott--Forhan House Kalispell
Sherburne Ranger Station Historic District West Glacier
Skyland Camp--Bowman Lake Ranger|Station West Glacier
Slide Lake-Otatso Creek Patrol Cabin and Woodshed West Glacier
Smith House Kalispell
Snyder House Kalispell
Soldiers' Home Historic District Columbia Falls
Sperry Chalets West Glacier
St. Richard's Church Columbia Falls
Stillwater Ranger Station Historic District Olney
Swiftcurrent Fire Lookout West Glacier
Swiftcurrent Ranger Station Historic District West Glacier
Taylor, Ray E., House Whitefish
Thibodeau Electric Shop Kalispell
Thierwechter House Kalispell
Two Medicine General Store West Glacier
Upper Kintla Lake Patrol Cabin West Glacier
Upper Lake McDonald Ranger Station Historic District West Glacier
Upper Logging Lake Snowshoe Cabin West Glacier
Upper Nyack Snowshoe Cabin West Glacier
Upper Park Creek Patrol Cabin West Glacier
RVS Programmatic EA Revised Preliminary Draft
C-3
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NRHP Listed Property

Hill County, Montana

Carnegie Public Library

Clack, H. Earl, House

Fort Assinniboine

Havre Residential Historic District
Heltne Qil Company

Too Close For Comfort Site (24HL101)
US Post Office and Courthouse--Havre
Young--Almas House

Blaine County, Montana

Chief Joseph Battleground of the Bear'
Dave's Texaco

Lodgepole Community Hall

Lohman Block

Scherlie, Anna, Homestead Shack
Young Brothers Chevrolet Garage

Phillips County, Montana
Clack, H. Earl, Service Station
Phillips County Carnegie Library
Saco Mercantile

Sleeping Buffalo Rock

Valley County, Montana
Administration Building
Employee's Hotel and Garage
Fort Peck Dam

Main

s Paw

Fort Peck Original Houses Historic District

Fort Peck Theatre

Garage and Fire Station
Hospital

Recreation Hall

Sargent, Charles C., House
US Post Office and Courthouse--Glasg

Daniels County, Montana
Daniels County Courthouse
Daniels, Mansfield A., House

Sheridan County, Montana
Comertown Historic District

Larsen, Aage and Kristine, Homestead
Outlook Depot

ow Main

Raymond Grain Elevators Historic District

Rocky Valley Lutheran Church

County

Havre
Havre
Havre
Havre
Havre
Havre
Havre
Havre

Chinook
Chinook
Lodgepole
Chinook
Turner
Chinook

Saco
Malta
Saco
Saco

Fort Peck
Fort Peck
Fort Peck
Fort Peck
Fort Peck
Fort Peck
Fort Peck
Fort Peck
Nashua
Glasgow

Scobey
Scobey

Westby
Dagmar
Outlook
Raymond
Dooley

RVS Programmatic EA

C-5

Revised Preliminary Draft




NRHP Listed Property
Thornwood School
Tipi Hills

Divide County, North Dakota
Divide County Courthouse
Nielsen, Niels, Fourteen-Side Barn Farm

Burke County, North Dakota
Burke County Courthouse
Portal State Bank

Renville County, North Dakota
Mckinney Cemetery
Renville County Courthouse

Bottineau, North Dakota
Crogen, Ole, Farm District
State Bank of Antler

Towner County, North Dakota
Towner County Courthouse

Cavalier County, North Dakota
Roxy Theatre
US Post Office--Langdon

Pembina County, North Dakota

Crystal Bridge

Drayton United Methodist Church

Gingras House and Trading Post

Grace Episcopal Church

O'Connor House

Pembina County Courthouse

US Customs House and Post Office--Pembina

Kittson County, Minnesota
Lake Bronson Site

Lake Bronson State Park WPA/Rustic Style Historic Reso

St. Nicholas Orthodox Church

Roseau County, Minnesota
Canadian National Depot
Roseau County Courthouse

Lake of the Woods County, Minnesota
Fort St. Charles Archeological Site

lrces

County
Reserve
Medicine Lake

Crosby
Noonan

Bowbells
Portal

Tolley
Mohall

Carbury &amp; Bottineau
Antler -

Cando -

L.angdon T
Langdon

Crystal
Drayton
Walhalla
Pembina
St. Thomas
Cavalier
Pembina

Lake Bronson
Lake Bronson
Lancaster

Warroad
Roseau

Angle Inlet

RVS Programmatic EA

C-6

Revised Preliminary Draft



NRHP Listed Property
Norris Camp

Northwest Point
Spooner Public School

Koochiching County, Minnesota
Bridge No. 5721

Finsted's Auto Marine Shop

Gold Mine Sites

Koochiching County Courthouse
Laurel Mounds

Little American Mine

McKinstry Mounds and Village Site
Nett Lake Petroglyphs Site
Oberholtzer, Ernest C., Rainy Lake Islz
Sts. Peter and Paul Russian Orthodox
White, Francis, Homestead

Carlton County, Minnesota

Carlton County Courthouse

Church of Sts. Joseph and Mary--Cath
Cloquet City Hall

Cloguet-Northern Office Building
Cooke, Jay, State Park CCC/Rustic Sty
Cooke, Jay, State Park CCC/WPA/Rus
Cooke, Jay, State Park CCC/WPA/Rus
Grand Portage of the St. Louis River
Kalevala Finnish Evangelical National
Lindholm Oil Company Service Station
Minneapolis, St. Paul, and Sault Ste. M
Northeastern Hotel

Park Place Historic District

Shaw Memorial Library

St. Louis County, Minnesota
Aerial Lift Bridge

Aho, Elias and Lisi, Historic Farmstead
Alango Schoot

Anderson, Andrew G., House
Androy Hotel

Archaeological Site No. 21SL82
Archeological Site 21SL141
Archeological Site 21SL35
Archeological Site 21SL55
Archeological Site No. 21SL73
B'nai Abraham Synagogue
Bailey, W. T., House

nds Historic District
Church

olic

le Historic District
tic Style Picnic Grounds
tic Style Service Yard

|_utheran Church

arie Depot

County
Roosevelt
Angle Inlet
Baudette

Silverdale

Ranier

Island View
International Falls
International Falls
Island View
International Falls
Orr

Ranier

Bramble

Littlefork

Carlton
Cloquet
Cloquet
Cloquet
Carlton
Carlton
Carlton
Duluth
Kalevala Township
Cloquet
Moose Lake
Cloquet
Cloquet
Cloquet

Duluth

Tower

Cook

Hibbing

Hibbing
International Falls
International Falls
International Falls
International Fails
International Falls
Virginia

Virginia

RVS Programmatic EA

Cc-7
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NRHP Listed Property

Bailey, W., House

Bridge No. 5757

Bridge No. L6007

Bruce Mine Headframe

Buhl Public Library

Buht Village Hall

Bull-of-the-Woods Logging Scow
Burntside Lodge Historic District
Burntside Lodge Historic District
Burntside Lodge Historic District
Burntside Lodge Historic District
Burntside Lodge Historic District
Burntside Lodge Historic District
Burntside Lodge Historic District

Butler, Emmett, House

Chester Terrace

Church of St. John the Baptist (Catholic)
Church of the Holy Family (Catholic)
Civilian Conservation Corps Camp S-52
Coates House

Congdon, Chester and Clara, Estate
Delvic Building

DeWitt-Seitz Building

Duluth Central High School

Duluth Civic Center Historic District
Duluth Missabe and Iron Range Depot (Endion)
Duluth Public Library

Duluth South Breakwater Inner (Duluth Range Rear) Lighthouse

Duluth State Normal School Historic District
Duluth Union Depot

Duluth, Winnipeg, and Pacific Depot

East Howard Street Commercial Historic District
Endion School

Eveleth Manual Training Center

Eveleth Recreation Building

Finnish Sauna

Fire House No. 1

Fitger Brewing Company

Fitger Brewing Company

Flint Creek Farm Historic District

Fujita, Jun, Cabin

Fujita, Jun, Cabin

Hanka, Gregorius and Mary, Historic Farmstead
Hartley Building

Hearding, John Harris, Grammar and High School and Jo
Johnson Grammar School

hn A.

County
Eveleth
Duluth
Duluth
Chisholm
Buhl
Buhi
Morse Township
Ely

Ely

Ely

Ely

Ely

Ely

Ely
Hibbing
Duluth
Virginia
Eveleth
Orr
Virginia
Duluth
Hibbing
Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Virginia
Hibbing
Duluth
Eveleth
Eveleth
Virginia
Duluth
Duluth
Duluth
Cook
Ranier
Ranier
Tower
Dututh

Aurora

RVS Programmatic EA
C-8

Revised Preliminary Draft



NRHP Listed Property
Height of Land Portage
Hibbing City Hall
Hibbing Disposal Plant
Hibbing High School

Hill, Matt and Emma, Historic Farmstead

Hotel Glode

Huli-Rust-Mahoning Open Pit Iron Mine

Irving School

Jukola Boardinghouse

Kabetogama Ranger Station District
Kettle Falls Historic District

Kettle Falls Hotel

Kitchi Gammi Club

LeMoine Building

Lenont, Charles, House

Lincoln School Building

Longyear, E. J., First Diamond Drill Site

{4

v

Matson, Mike and Mary, Historic Farmstead

Minnesota Point Lighthouse
Mitchell-Tappan House

Moe, Bergetta, Bakery

Mountain Iron Mine

Mountain Iron Mine

Munger Terrace

Nelimark, Erick and Kristina, Sauna
Northland

Pioneer Mine Buildings and A Headfra

me

Sacred Heart Cathedral and Cathedral School
Saints Peter and Paul Church--Ukranian Catholic

Seitaniemi, Alex, Housebarn

Sons of ltaly Hall

Soudan lron Mine

Soudan Iron Mine

St. Louis County 4-H Club Camp

St. Mark's African Methodist Episcopal
St.Louis County District Courthouse
Tanner's Hospital

Tanttari, Waino, Field Hay Barn

Church

THOMAS WILSON (Whaleback Freighter) Shipwreck

Tower Fire Hall

Traphagen, Oliver G., House

United States Army Corps of Engineer
US Fisheries Station, Duluth

USS ESSEX Shipwreck Site

Valon Tuote Raittiusseura

Virginia Brewery

s Duluth Vesse! Yard

County
Embarrass
Hibbing
Hibbing
Hibbing
Tower
Eveleth
Hibbing
Duluth
Virginia
Ray

Island View
Island View
Duluth

Orr
Virginia
Virginia
Hoyt Lake
Tower
Duluth
Hibbing
Duluth
Mountain Iron
Mountain Iron
Duluth
Tower
Proctor
Ely

Duluth
Chisholm
Tower
Hibbing
Tower
Tower
Gilbert
Duluth
Virginia
Ely

Tower
Duluth
Tower
Duluth
Duiuth
Duluth
Duluth
Virginia
Virginia

RVS Programmatic EA

c-9

Revised Preliminary Draft
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NRHP Listed Property

Virginia Commercial Historic District

Virginia Recreation Building

Virginia-Rainy Lake Lumber Company Manager's Residen
Virginia-Rainy Lake Lumber Company Office

Western Bohemian Fraternal Union Hall

WILLIAM A. IRVIN (freighter)

Wirth Building

Lake County, Minnesota

Bridge No. 3589--Silver Creek Township

Duluth and Iron Range Railroad Company Depot
Dwan, John, Office Building

EDNA G (tugboat)

Gooseberry Falls State Park CCC/WPA/Rustic Style Histo
Resources

HESPER Shipwreck Site

Lake County Courthouse and Sheriff's Residence
Larsmont School

MADEIRA (Schooner--Barge) Shipwreck
Mattson, Edward and Lisa, House and Fish House
NIAGARA Shipwreck Site

ONOKO (Bulk Freight Steamer) Shipwreck
SAMUEL P. ELY Shipwreck

Split Rock Lighthouse

Split Rock Lighthouse

Tettegouche Camp Historic District

Two Harbors Carnegie Library

Two Harbors Light Station

Cook County, Minnesota

AMBOY and GEORGE SPENCER Shipwreck Sites
Bally Blacksmith Shop

Church of St. Francis Xavier--Catholic
Clearwater Lodge

Cook County Courthouse

Fowl Lake Site

Grand Portage National Monument
Height of Land

Lightkeeper's House

Naniboujou Club Lodge

Schroeder Lumber Company Bunkhouse
Scott, Jim, Fishhouse

Douglas County, Wisconsin
Berkshire Block
Brule-St. Croix Portage

=

C

County
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia
Meadowlands
Duluth

Duluth

Silver Creek Township
Two Harbors
Two Harbors
Two Harbors

Two Harbors
Silver Bay
Two Harbors
Two Harbors
Beaver Bay
East Beaver Bay
Knife River
Knife River
Two Harbors
Two Harbors
Two Harbors
Silver Bay
Two Harbors
Two Harbors

Schroeder
Grand Marais
Grand Marais
Grand Marais
Grand Marais
Hovland
Grand Marais
Grand Marais
Grand Marais
Grand Marais
Schroeder
Grand Marais

Superior
Solon Springs

RVS Programmatic EA
C-10

Revised Preliminary Draft



NRHP Listed Property
Davidson Windmill

Douglas County Courthouse
Empire Block

Lake Nebagamon Auditorium
Maryland Block
Massachusetts Block
METEOR (Whaleback carrier)
Minnesota Block-Board of Trade Bldg.
New Jersey Building

New York Block

Northern Block

Pattison, Martin, House

Trade and Commerce Building
Washington Block

Wemyss Building

Bayfield County, Wisconsin
Bank of Washburn

Bayfield County Courthouse
Bayfield Fish Hatchery

Bayfield Historic District

Booth Cooperage

Boutin, Frank, Jr., House

Christ Episcopal Church
Herbster Community Center
Hokenson Fishing Dock

Island Lake Camp

Old Bayfield County Courthouse
OTTAWA (Tug) Shipwreck Site
Pureair Sanatorium

SEVONA (Bulk Carrier) Shipwreck Site
Sevona Cabin

Shaw Farm

Washburn Public Library

Ashland County, Wisconsin
Apostle Islands Lighthouses
Apostle Islands Lighthouses
Apostle Islands Lighthouses
Apostle Islands Lighthouses
Apostle Islands Lighthouses
Apostle Islands Lighthouses
Apostle Islands Lighthouses
Ashland County Courthouse
Ashland Middle School

Bass Island Brownstone Company Qus

ATy

County
Superior
Superior
Superior
Lake Nebagamon
Superior
Superior
Superior
Superior
Superior
Superior
Superior
Superior
Superior
Superior
Superior

Washburn
Washburn
Salmo
Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Herbster
Bayfield
Drummond
Bayfield
Russell
Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Washburn

Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Bayfield
Ashland
Ashland
La Pointe

RVS Programmatic EA

Revised Preliminary Draft
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Lloaty

NRHP Listed Property
Beaser School

Ellis School

Hadiand Fishing Camp

La Pointe Indian Cemetery
La Pointe Light Station
LaPointe Indian Cemetery
LUCERNE (Shipwreck)

Manitou Camp
Marina Site

Marion Park Pavilion
Mellen City Hall
Memorial Hall

Morty Site (47AS40)

NOQUEBAY (Schooner--Barge) Shipwreck Site

Old Ashland Post Office

P-Flat Site (47AS47)

PRETORIA (schooner--barge) Shipwreck Site
R. G. STEWART (Shipwreck)
Security Savings Bank

Soo Line Depot

Trouit Point Logging Camp

Union Depot

Wakefield Hall

West Second Street Historic District
Wheeler Hall, Northland College
Wilmarth School

Iron County, Wisconsin

Annala Round Barn

Montreal Company Location Historic District
Old Iron County Courthouse

Plummer Mine Headframe

Springstead

Hidalgo County, New Mexico
Alamo Hueco Site

Archeological Site No. LA 54021
Archeological Site No. LA 54042
Archeological Site No. LA 54049
Archeological Site No. LA 54050
Box Canyon Site

Brushy Creek Ruin

Clanton Draw Site

Culberson Ruin

Double Adobe Creek Site

County
Ashland
Ashland
La Pointe
La Pointe
Bayfield
LaPointe
La Pointe

Apostie islands National
Lakeshore

La Pointe
Glidden
Ashland
Ashland
Bayfield
La Pointe
Ashland
Bayfield
Bayfield
La Pointe
Ashland
Ashland
Bayfield
Ashland
Ashland
Ashland
Ashland
Ashiland

Hurley
Montreal
Hurley
Pence
Sherman

Animas
Animas
Animas
Animas
Animas
Animas
Animas
Animas
Animas
Animas

RVS Programmatic EA
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NRHP Listed Property County

Fortress--Stewart Ranch Site Animas
Hidalgo County Courthouse Lordsburg
Hoskins Site Animas
Joyce Well Site Animas
Little Site Animas
Lunch Box Site Animas
Metate Ruin Animas
Pendleton Ruin Animas
Pigpen Creek Site Animas
Saddle Bronc--Battleground Site Animas
Shakespeare Ghost Town Lordsburg
Sycamore Well Site Animas
Timberlake Ruin--Wainut Creek Site Animas

Luna County, New Mexico

Deming Armory Deming
Field, Seaman, House Deming
Luna County Courthouse and Park Deming
Mahoney Building Deming
Upton Site Deming
US Post Office—-Deming Main Deming
Village of Columbus and Camp Furlong Columbus

Dona Ana County, New Mexico

Air Science Las Cruces
Alameda-Depot Historic District Las Cruces
Armijo, Nestor, House Las Cruces
Barela-Reynolds House Mesilla

Dona Ana Village Historic District Dona Ana
Elephant Butte Irrigation District Las Cruces
Fort Fillmore Las Cruces
Fort Selden Las Cruces
Foster Hall Las Cruces
Goddard Hall Las Cruces
Hadley--Ludwick House Las Cruces
International Boundary Marker No. 1, U.S. and Mexico El Paso

La Mesilla Historic District La Mesilla
Launch Complex 33 White Sands Missile Range
Mesilla Plaza Las Cruces
Mesquite Street Original Townsite Historic District Las Cruces
Our Lady of Purication Catholic Church Dona Ana

Rio Grande Bridge at Radium Springs Radium Springs
San Jose Church La Mesa
University President's House Las Cruces

El Paso County, Texas

RVS Programmatic EA Revised Preliminary Draft
C-13
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NRHP Listed Property

1800's Mexican Consulate

Abdou Building

Bassett, O. T., Tower

Caples, Richard, Building

Castner Range Archeological District
Chamizal National Memorial

Doyle, Sgt., Site

El Paso County Water Improvement District No. 1
El Paso High School

El Paso Union Passenger Station
El Paso US Courthouse

First Mortage Company Building
Fort Bliss Main Post Historic District
Franklin Canal

Fusselman Canyon Rock Art District
Hills, W. S., Commercial Structure
Hot Well Archeological Site

Hotel Cortez

Hotel Paso dei Norte

Hueco Tanks

Magoffin Homestead

Manhattan Heights Historic District
Martin Building

Mission Socorro Archeological Site
Newberry, J. J., Company
Northgate Site

Old Bnai Zion Synagogue

Old Fort Bliss

Old San Francisco Historic District
Palace Theatre

Plaza Hotel

Plaza Theatre

Popular Department Store

Presidio Chapel of San Elizario
Quarters Number 1

Rio Grande Avenue Historic District
Rio Vista Farm Historic District
Roberts-Banner Building

San Elizario Historic District

Silver Dollar Cafe

Singer Sewing Company

Socorro Mission

State National Bank

Sunset Heights Historic District
Toltec Club

Trost, Henry C., House

County
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
Socorro
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
San Elizario
Fort Bliss
El Paso
Socorro
El Paso
San Elizario
El Paso
El Paso
Socorro
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso
El Paso

RVS Programmatic EA
C-14

Revised Preliminary Draft



NRHP Listed Property County
U.S. Post Office El Paso
White House Department Store and Hotel McCoy El Paso
Women's Club El Paso
Ysleta Mission Ysleta
Hudspeth County, Texas
Alamo Canyon--Wilkey Ranch Discontiguous Archeological
District Fort Hancock
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 1 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 181 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 182 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 183 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 184 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 190 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 200 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 220 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 227 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 228 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 283 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 284 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 285 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 286 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 287 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 288 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 289 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 290 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 291 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 292 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 293 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 294 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 295 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 296 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 297 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 298 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 299 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 300 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 301 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 302 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 303 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 304--305 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 306 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 307 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 308 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 309 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 311 Sierra Blanca
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 312 Sierra Blanca
RVS Programmatic EA Revised Preliminary Draft
C-15




NRHP Listed Property
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 313
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 339
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 340
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 409
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 410
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 411
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 412
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 413
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 414
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 415
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 416
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 417
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 418
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 419
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 420
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 421
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 422
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 423
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 424
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 425
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 426
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 427
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 428
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 429
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 430
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 431
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 432
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 433
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 434
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 435
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 436
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 437
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 438
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 439
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 440
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 441
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 442
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 443
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 445
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 448
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 464
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 465
Archeological Site No. 41 HZ 7
Hudspeth County Courthouse
Indian Hot Springs Heaith Resort Historic District
Johnson, Rod, Site

County

Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blanca
Sierra Blance

RVS Programmatic EA
C-16

Revised Preliminary Draft



NRHP Listed Property
Red Rock Archeological Complex
Tinaja de las Paimas Battle Site

Jeff Davis County, Texas

Fort Davis National Historic Site

Fort Davis National Historic Site

Fort Davis National Historic Site

Fort Davis National Historic Site

Fort Davis National Historic Site

Fort Davis National Historic Site
Grierson-Sprouf House

Phantom Lake Spring Site

Trueheart, Henry M. and Annie V., Ho

Presidio County, Texas

El Fortin del Cibolo Historic District
El Paisano Hotel

Fort Leaton

Fortin de la Cienega

lise

La Junta de los Rios Archeological District

La Morita Historic District
Presidio County Courthouse
Shafter Historic Mining District
Tapalcomes

Brewster County, Texas
Brewster County Courthouse and Jail
Burro Mesa Archeological District
Castolon Historic District
Castolon Historic District
Castolon Historic District
Castolon Historic District
Castolon Historic District
Castolon Historic District

Daniels Farm House

Hot Springs

Luna Jacal

Mariscal Mine

Nolte--Rooney House

Rancho Estelle

Terlingua Historic District

Wilson, Homer, Ranch

Terrell County, Texas
Bullis' Camp Site
Geddis Canyon Rock Art Site

County
Allamore
Sierra Bianca

Fort Davis
Fort Davis
Fort Davis
Fort Davis
Fort Davis
Fort Davis
Fort Davis
Toyahvale
Fort Davis

Shafter
Marfa
Presidio
Shafter
Presidio
Shafter
Marfa
Shafter
Redford

Alpine

Panther Junction

Big Bend National Park
Big Bend National Park
Big Bend National Park
Big Bend National Park
Big Bend National Park
Big Bend National Park
Rio Grande Village

Big Bend National Park
Big Bend National Park
Big Bend National Park
Alpine

Big Bend National Park
Terlingua

Santa Elena Junction

Dryden
Dryden

RVS Programmatic EA

Revised Preliminary Draft
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NRHP Listed Property
Meyers Springs Pictograph Site
Wroe Ranch Shelter No. 1

Val Verde County, Texas

Cassinelli Gin House

Lower Pecos Canyon Archeological District
Mile Canyon

Rattlesnake Canyon Site

San Felipe Creek Archeological District
Seminole Canyon Archeological District
Seminole Canyon District (Boundary Increase)
Seven Mile Ranch Archeological District
Val Verde County Courthouse And Jail
West of Pecos Railroad Camps District

Kinney County, Texas
Fort Clark Historic District

Maverick County, Texas
Fort Duncan
Maverick County Courthouse

Webb County, Texas

Fort Mclntosh

Hamilton Hotel

Laredo US Post Office, Court House and Custom House
Los Ojuelos

San Augustin de Laredo Historic District

San Jose de Palafox Historic/Archeological District
Webb County Courthouse

Zappata County, Texas
Corralitos Ranch

Dolores Nuevo

Dolores Viejo

San Francisco Ranch

San Ygnacio Historic District
Trevino--Uribe Rancho
Trevino--Uribe Rancho

Starr County, Texas

de la Pena, Silverio, Drugstore and Post Office
Fort Ringgold Historic District

LaBorde House, Store and Hotel

Roma Historic District

Roma-San Pedro International Bridge

County
Dryden
Sheffield

Del Rio
Comstock
Langtry
Langtry
Del Rio
Comstock
Comstock
Comstock
Del Rio
Comstock

Brackettville

Eagle Pass
Eagle Pass

Laredo
Laredo
Laredo
Mirando City
Laredo
Laredo
Laredo

San Ygnacio
Laredo

San Ygnacio
San Ygnacio
San Ygnacio
San Ygnacio
San Ygnacio

Rio Grande City
Rio Grande City
Rio Grande City
Roma

Roma-Los Saenz

RVS Programmatic EA
C-18

Revised Preliminary Draft



NRHP Listed Property

Hidalgo County, Texas

Border Theater

El Sal Del Rey Archeological District
La Lomita Historic District

Lomita Boulevard Commercial Historic District
Louisiana--Rio Grande Canal Company Irrigation System

Miller, Sam and Marjorie, House
Old Hidalgo Courthouse and Buildings
Old Hidalgo School
Rancho Toluca

Cameron County, Texas
Brazos Santiago Depot (41CF4)
Brooks, Samuel Wallace, House
Browne-Wagner House
Cameron County Courthouse
Cameron County Jail, Old
Celaya, Augustine, House
Celaya—-Creager House
Fernandez, Miguel, Hide Yard
Fort Brown

Fort Brown

Fort Brown

Fort Brown

Fort Brown

Garcia Pasture Site

Immaculate Conception Church
La Madrilena

La Nueva Libertad

Manautou House

Old Brulay Plantation

Palmito Ranch Battlefield

Palo Alto Battlefield National Historic S
Palo Alto Battlefield National Historic S
Point Isabel Lighthouse
Resaca de la Palma Battlefield
Southern Pacific Railroad Passenger D
Stillman, Charles, House
The Gem

ite
ite

epot

County

Mission
Linn
Mission
Mission
Hidalgo
McAllen
Hidalgo
Hidalgo
Progreso

Port Isabel
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Port Isabel
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Port Isabel
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville
Brownsville

RVS Programmatic EA

C-19

Revised Preliminary Draft
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APPENDIXD

MLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Form AD-1006

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART 1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) 1. Date of Land Evaluation Request 2.
Sheet __ of _
3. Name of Project 4. Federal Agency Invoived
5. Proposed Land Use 6. County and State 7. Type of Project:
Corridor [ Other OO
PART li (To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Received by NRCS 2. Person Completing the NRCS parts of this form

3. Does the site or corridor contain prime, unique’, statewide or local important farmland? -~ Yes '[J.~
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form)

‘No O

4. Acres Irrigated 5. Average Farm Size .

6. Major Crop(s)
Acres:

7. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction
o

8. Amount of Farmland As DeF ned inF PPA
. “Acres: %

9. Name of Land Evaluation System Used 10. Name

of Local Site Assessment System

11. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS .

PART Il (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Alternative Site Rating

Site A

Site B Site C Site D

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

C. Total Acres in Site

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

.A. Total Acres Prime and Unique Farmland

B. ‘Total Acres Statewide and Local lmponant Farmiand

C., Percentage of Farmiand i in County or Local Govt. Unit to be Converted

. D. Percentage of Farmiand in Govt. Jurisdiction with Same or Higher Relative Value

PART.V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion

Relative Value of Farmland to be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points)

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor or Site Max. Points
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b & c)) Corridor
Other
1. Areain Nonurban Use 15 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 10
3. Percent of Site Being Farmed 20 20
4. Protection Provided by State and Local Govemnment 20 20
5. Distance from Urban Built-up area 0 16
6. Distance to Urban Support Services 0 15
7. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared to Average 10 10
8. Creation of Non-Farmable Farmland 25 10
9. Availability of Farm Support Services 5 5
10. On-Farm Investments 20 20
11. Effects of Conversion on Farm Support Services 25 10
12.  Compatibility with Existing Agricultural Use 10 10
TOTAL CORRIDOR OR SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value of Farmland (from Part V above) 100
Total Corridor or Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site 160
assessment)
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260
PART VIII (To be completed by Federal Agency after final alternative is chosen)
1. Corridor or Site Selected: 2. Date of Selection: 3. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Yes O No 0O

4. Reason For Selection:

Signature of person completing the Federal Agency parts of this form:

DATE

Wisconsin substitute form AD-1006 6-9-97

Completion instructions]

http://www.wi.nrcs.usda.gov/soil/prime/prinotes. html

TWH o TT "~
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DERPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.G. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REPLY TO October 18, 2001

ATTENTION OF

Planning, Environrental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Proposed Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the Installation and
Operation of Remote Video Surveiliance {RVS) Systems

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Al R, Mark Wilson, Field Supervisor
100 North Park, Suite 320
Helena, MT 59601

Dear Mr. Wilson-

The U.S. Army Corps of Engingeers, Fort Worth District, is acting for the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS) in preparing a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA)
for the installation and operation of Remote Vidco Surveillance (RVS) systems for the Central
region of the Immigration and Naturalization Service {INS), U.S. Border Patrol (USBP). This
PEA will be prepared to address the acquisition, installation, and operation of RVS systems
along the U.S./Mexican and U.S./Canladian borders, The objective is to develop a checklist of
items that, if satisfied, would allow RVS Systems to be installed using categorical exclusions
{CATEX) contained in INS’ implementation regulations for the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and the INS NEPA Desk Guide. ’

We are currently in the process ¢of gathering the most current information available
regarding Federally listed species potentially occurring within those counties along the border:
Sheridan, Daniels, Valley, Phillips, Blaine, Hill, Liberty, Toole, Glacier, Flathead, and Lincoln
Counties. The USACE respectfully requests that your agency provide a list of the protected
species of these counties along with a description of the sensitive resources {e.g., rare or unique
plant communities, threatened and end angered and candidate species, etc.) that you believe may
be affected by the proposed INS activities. Any information you may have regarding proposed
species, potential or known presence, ¢ritical habitat, gencral habitat descriptions, distribution,
and status of these species would also be greatly appreciated. To better assess potential impacts
to these species, we would like to present as much data in @ GIS format as possible. Any GIS
information, or information sources, you could provide regarding current distribution of
protected specics would also be appreciated. Additionally, any past Biological Opinions
prepared by the USFWS for these species would be very helpful.

Ny - O
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We intend to provide your agency with a copy o
Please inform us if additional copies are needed and/o
than you should receive the Draft PEA.

Your prompt attention to this request would be g
questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Charles McQ

Sincg

f the Draft PEA once it is completed.
r if someone else within your agency other

reatly appreciated. If you have any
rcgor at (817) 978-6382.

rely,

()% e

William Fickel, Jr.

Plann
Reg

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Mike Schulze

Gulf South Research Corporation
P.O. Box 83564

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-3564

ing, Environmental dnd
ulatory Division
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

MONTANA FIELD OFFICE
100 N. PARK, SUITE 320

HELENA, MT 5960
PHONE (406} 449-5225, FAX (406) 449-5139

File: M.10 Department of the Army )] January 16, 2002

William Fickel, Jr
Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. BOX 17300

Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

Dear Mr. Fickel:

This letter responds to the October 18, 2001 request for a list of Federally endangered and threatened
species that may occur in Sheridan, Daniels, Valley, Phillips, Blaine, Hill, Liberty, Toole, Glacier,
Flathead, and Lincoln counties. This list js provided for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers acting for the
U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service in preparing a programmatic Environmental Assessment for
the installation and operation of remote surveillance systems that is currently being developed.

On November 22, 1994, the Service apprpved a plan to establish nonessential experimental populations
of wolves in Yellowstone National Park and central [daho. Rules published in the Federal Register
designate gray wolves in each area as nonessential experimental populations under section 100} of the
Act. Within the designated nonessential experimental population areas described and depicted in the
rules, all gray wolves will be managed in|accordance with the provisions outlined the rules which include
the following:

a) For section 7 consultation purposes wolves designated as nonessential experimental that are
within the boundaries of any unit|of the National Park or National Wildlife Refuge systems are
treated as a threatened species. As such, the section 7 procedures for listed species would apply
to Federal actions within National Parks and National Wiidlife Refuges.

b) Wolves designated as nonessential experimental that are not within units of the National Park
or National Wildlife Refuge systems but are within the boundaries of the nonessential
experimental population area are|treated as proposed species for section 7 purposes. As such,
Federal agencies are only required to confer with the Service when they determine that an action
they authorize fund or carry out "is likely to jeopardize the continued existence" of the species.

¢) Wolves occurring outside the central Idaho and Yellowstone nonessential experimental
population areas retain their endangered status.

The central 1daho experimental population area includes portions of Idaho south of Interstate 90 and west
of Interstate 15. It also includes a corner of Montana south of Interstate 90, east of Highway 93 as it runs
south of Missoula, south of Highway 12 to Lolo pass, and west of Interstate 15. The experimental
population area for the Yellowstone region includes the entire State of Wyoming, a portion of
southeastern Idaho east of Interstate 15, and a portion of Montana east of Interstate 15 and south of the
Missouri River. Wolfs are listed as endangered in Sheridan, Daniels, Valley, Phillips, Blaine, Hill,
Liberty, Toole, Glacier, Flathead, and Lin¢oln counties.

e e —




The Service recommends that the U.S. Corps of Engineers analyze the impacts on nonessential
experimental populations, along with other populations of fish and wildlife, wlhen couuiplying with the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant land management
statutes. Any protective measures in adEition to those outlined in the final rules for managing the

nonessential experimental wolf populations, or additional review procedures, are at the discretion of the
National Park Service.

In accordance with section 7(c) of the Act, the Service has determined that the following listed, proposed
and candidate species are present in:

e

C = Candidate PCH = Proposed Critical Habitat
LT = Listed Threatened PT = Proposed Threatened

LE = Listed Endangered
* = Listed endangered except in non-essential experimental population area

County/Scientific Name nmon Name Status
BLAINE

Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover PT
Cynomys ludovicianus Black-tailed Prairie Dog C
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle LT
Mustela nigrives Black-footed Ferret LE*
DANIELS

Haligeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle LT
FLATHEAD

Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT
Haligeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle LT
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Silene spaldingii Spalding’s Campion LT
Canis lupus Gray Wolf LE
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT
GLACIER

Haligeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle LT
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Canis lupus Gray Wolf LE
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT
Botrychium lineare Slender Moonwaort C




Common Name

County/Scientific Status
BILL
Haligeetus leucocephalys Bald Eagle LT
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover PT
Cynomys Iudovicianus Black-tailed Prairie Dog C
LIBERTY
Haliaeetus leucocephalys Bald Eagle LT
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover PT
Cynomys tudovicianus Black-tailed Prairie Dog C
LINCOLN
Acipenser transmontanus White Sturgeon (Kootenai River LE
Pop.
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle LT
Ursus arctos horribilis Grizzly Bear LT
Silene spaldingii Spalding's Campion LT
Canis lupus Gray Wolf LE
Lynx canadensis Canada Lynx LT
Salvelinus confluentus Bull Trout LT
PHILLIPS
Scaphirkynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Haliaeetus leucocephaius Bald Eagle LT
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, PCH
Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover PT
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE*
Cynomys ludovicianus Black-tailed Prairie Dog C
SHERIDAN
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, PCH
Grus americana Whooping Crane LE
Haligeetus leucacephalus Bald Eagle LT
Cynomys ludovicianus Black-tailed Prairie Dog C
TOOLE
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle LT
Mustela nigripes Blackrfooted Ferret LE
Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover PT
Black-tailed Prairie Dog C

Cynomys ludovicianus




Status

1mon Name

County/Scientific Name Con

VALLEY

Scaphirhynchus albus Pallid Sturgeon LE
Charadrius melodus Piping Plover LT, PCH
Mustela nigripes Black-footed Ferret LE
Charadrius montanus Mountain Plover PT
Sterna antillarum athalassos Interior Least Tern LE
Haligeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle LT
Cynomys ludovicianus Black-tailed Prairie Dog C

Section 7(c) of the Act requires that Feder
biological assessment to determine the eff
nse the biological assessment to determin
construction activity is defined as "a cons
impacts) which is a major Federal action s
referred to in the National Environmental
not required (i.e., all other actions), the Fe
to determine whether listed species may b
with the Service is required.

ral agencies proposing major construction activities complete a
[ects of the proposed actions on listed and proposed species and
e whether formal consultation is required. A major

truction project {or other undertaking having similar physical
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment as
Policy Act" (50 CFR Part 402). If a biological assessment is
deral agency is still required to review their proposed activities
e affected. If such a determination is made, formal consultation

essment is required, the assessment should be completed within
n be extended by mutual agreement between the Federal
zsentative and the Service. If an assessment is not initiated
within 90 days, this list of threatened and endangered species should be verified with the Service prior to
initiation of the assessment. The biological assessment may be undertaken as part of the Federal agency's
compliance of section 102 of the NEPA and incorporated into the NEPA documents. We recommend
that biological assessments include the following:

For those actions wherein a biological ass:
180 days of initiation. This time-frame ca
agency or its designated non-Federal repre

1. A description of the project.

2. A description of the specific area that may be affected by the action.

3. The current status, habitat use, and behavior of T/E species in the project area.

4. Discussion of the methods used to determine the information in Item 3.

5. An analysis of the affects of the action on listed species and proposed species and their habitats,
including an analysis of any cumulative effects.

6. Coordination/mitigation measures that will reduce/eliminate adverse impacts to T/E species.

7. The expected status of T/E species in the future (short and long term) during and after project
completion.

8. A determination of "May affect, likely to adversely affect” or "May affect, not likely to adversely
affect" for listed species.

9. A determination of "is likely to jeopardize™ or "is not likely to jeopardize" for proposed species.

10. Citation of literature and personal contacts used in developing the assessment.

or project "is likely to adversely affect” any listed species,

h this office. If it is concluded that the project "is not likely to
e should be asked to review the assessment and concur with the

If it is determined that a proposed program
formal consultation should be initiated witl
adversely affect” listed species, the Service
determination of no adverse effect.

- Pursuant to section 7(a) (4) of the Act, if it is determined that any proposed species may be jeopardized,

T



the Federal agency should initiate a conference with the Service to discuss conservation measures for
those species. Although candidate species have no legal status and are afforded no protection under the
Act, they are included here to alert your agency of potential proposals or listings.

A Federal agency may designate a non-Federal representative to conduct informal consultation or prepare
biological assessments. However, the ultimate responsibility for section 7 compliance remains with the
Federal agency and written notice should be provided to the Service upon such a designation. We
recommend that Federal agencies provide their non-Federal representatives with proper guidance and
oversight during preparation of biological assessments and evaluation of potential impacts to listed
species.

Section 7(d) of the Act requires that the Federal agency and permit/license applicant shall not make any
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources which would preclude the formulation of
reasonable and prudent alternatives until consultation on listed species is completed.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact Dan Brewer at dan_brewer(@fws.gov or by phone 406-
449-5225 extension 216. Your interest and cooperation in meeting our joint responsibilities under the

Endangered Species Act are appreciated.

Sincerely,

b ——

= W T =
2 e S

5 R. Mark Wilson
Field Supervisor

Enclosure: Map and descriptions of experimental population boundaries.
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The experimental population area for the Yellowstone region includes the entire State of Wyoming, a
portion of southeastern Idaho east of Interstate 13, and a portion of Montana east of Intersiate 15 and
south of the Missouri River. The central [daho experimental Population area includes portions of [dzho
south of Interstate 90 and west of Interstate 15. Italso includes a corner of Montama south of Interstate
90, east of Highway 93 as it runs south of Missoula, south of Highway 12 to Lolo Pass, and west of

Interstate 13,
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DEPLRTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.G. BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300
REPLY TQ October 18, 2001

ATTFNTION OF:

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Proposed Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the Installation and
Operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) Systems

Montana Natural Heritage Program
Atin: Martin Miller

P.O. Box 201800

Helena, MT 59620-1800

Decar Mr. Miller:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, is acting for the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS} in preparing a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA)
for the installation and operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) systems for the Central
tegion of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), U.S. Border Patrol {(USBP). This
PEA will be prepared lo addross the acquisition, installation, and operation of RVS systems
along the U.S./Mexican and U.S./Canadian borders. The objective is to develop a checklist of
items that, if satisfied, would allow RVS systems to be installed using categorical exclusions
(CATEX) contained in INS’ implementation regulations for the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and the INS NEPA Desk|Guide.

We are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available
regarding state listed specics potentially occurring within those countics along the border:
Sheridan, Daniels, Valley, Phillips, Blaine, Hill, Liberty, Toole, Glacicr, Flathead, and Lincoln
Counties. The USACE respectfully requests that your agency provide a list of the protected
species of these counties along with a description of the sensitive resources (. £., rare or uniquc
plant communities, threatcned and endangered and candidate species, etc.) that you believe may
be affected by the proposed INS activities. Any information you may have regarding proposcd
species, potential or known presence, critical habitat, general habitat descriptions, distribution,
and status of these species would also be greatly appreciated. To better assess polential impacts
to these species, we would like to present as much data in a GIS format as possible. Any GIS
information, or information sources, you could provide regarding current distribution of
protected species would also be appreciated. Additionally, any past Biological Opinions
prepared by the USFWS for these species would be very helpful.




We ntend to provide your agency with a copy of the Draft PEA once it is complcted.
Please inform: us if additional copies are needed and/or if someone else within your agency other
than you should receive the Draft PEA.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any

questions, or require additional information, please feel free to contact Mr. Charles McGregor at
(817) 978-6382.

Sincerely,

. . f = g
W
William Fickel, Jr.
Planning, Environmental and
Regulatory Division

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Mike Schulze

Gulf South Research Corporation
P.O. Box 83564

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-3564

T 7
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REPLY 10
ATTENTION OF

Planning, Environmental and Regulat

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. 0. BOX 17300
WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

October 18, 2001

ory Division

SUBJECT: Proposed Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the Installation and
Operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) Systems

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
North Dakota Ecological Field Scrvig
Attn: Mr. Allyn J. Sapa, Field Superv,
3425 Miriam Avenue

Bismarck, ND 58501-7926

Dear Mr. Sapa:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engine
and Naturalization Service (INS}) in p
for the installation and operation of R;
region of the mmigration and Natura
PEA will be prepared to address the a
along the U.S./Mexican and U.S./Can
ttems that, 1f satisfied, would allow R
(CATEX) contained in INS’ impleme

es Field Office
1SOr

-ers, Fort Worth District, 1s acting for the U.S. Immigration
reparing a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA)
emote Video Surveillance (RVS) systems for the Central
lization Service (INS), U.S. Border Patrol (USBP). This
cquisition, installation, and operation of RVS systems
adian borders. The objective 1s to develop a checklist of
VS systems to be installed using categorical exclusions
ntation regulations for the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) and the INS NEPA Desk Guide.

We are currently in the process

bf gathering the most current information available

regarding Federally listed species potentially occurring within those counties along the border:
Pembina, Cavalier, Towner, Rolette, Bottincau, Renville, Burke, and Divide Counties. The

USACE respect{ully requests that yoy

r agency provide a list of the protected species of these

counties along with a description of the sensitive resources (e.g., rarc or unique plant

communitics, threatencd and endange

red and candidate species, etc.} that you believe may be

affecled by the proposcd INS activities. Any information you may have regarding proposed

specics, potential or known presence,
and status of these species would also

critical habitat, gencral habitat descriptions, distribution,
be greatly appreciated. To better asscss potential impacts

to these species, we would like to present as much data in a GIS format as possible. Any GIS
information, or information sources, you could provide regarding current distribution of

protected species would also be appre
prepared by the USFWS for these spe

ciated. Additionally, any past Biological Opinions
cies would he very helpful.
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We intend to provide your agen
Please inform us if additional copies
than you should receive the Draft PEA.

Your prompt attention to this rec
questions, please feel frec to contact M

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Mike Schulze

Gulf South Research Corporation

P.O. Box 83564

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-3564

cy with a copy of the Draft PEA once it is completed.
wre needed and/or if someonc else within your agency other

juest would be greatly appreciated. If you have any
Ar. Charles McGregor at (817) 978-6382.

Sincerely,

William Fickel, Jr.
Planning, Environmental and

Regulatory Division
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services

3425 Miriam Avenue
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501

TN
& SPL I

Mr. William Fickel, Jr.

Fort Worth District

U.S. Army Corps of Enginecrs
P.O. Box 17300

Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

Dear Mr. Fickel:

1 am writing in response to your letter of October 18, 2001, concerning the preparation of a
Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the installation and operation of remote
video surveillance systems along North Dakota’s border with Canada. The objective of
preparing the PEA is to develop a categorical exclusion checklist, if appropriate, to allow for the
efficient installation surveillance systems in accordance with the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act.

To assist with your environmental planning efforts, | am enclosing a list of Federally threatened
and endangered species that may occur in the border counties, including: Pembina, Cavalier,
Towner, Rolette, Bottineau, Renville, Burke, and Divide. T am also forwarding a brief narrative
description of the threatened and endangered species that occur in North Dakota and a booklet
with profile sheets for each species. The bald eagle, which is listed as threatened, and whooping
crane and gray wolf, listed as endangered, have been documented to occur in all of the subject
countics. In addition, the threatened piping plover nests along sparsely vegetated shorelines of
saline wetlands and lakes in three western counties: Renville, Burke, and Divide. However, we
have no records documenting plover nesting activity within I mile of the border.

I recommend that the PEA describe the specific types of construction activities that will be
authorized using the proposed categorical exclusion checklist. This information will allow the
Fish and Wildlife Service and other reviewers to determine if these activities will negatively
impact fish and wildlife resources and their habitats. I do not anticipate there will be any
significant long-term impacts to fish and wildlife resources if the surveillance equipment is
installed at existing border crossing stations where access roads, buildings, and other associated
facilities are already in place. If equipment will be located in areas supporting a high density of
wetlands or in more remote locations, suich as the Turtle Mountains or Pembina Hills, where
access roads and other facilities will need to be constructed, then there is the potential for
significant impacts to fish and wildlife habitat.




The PEA provides an opportunity to describe environmental commitments that will be
implemented to avoid, minimize, and/or compensate for impacts to fish and wildlife habitat, I
recommend that the planned construction activities be completed in a manner which avoids
irpacts to aquatic resources, including llakes, streams, and wetlands, and woodland habitat, thus
eliminating the need for mitigation. If the authorized projects cannot be completed without
losses to aquatic and woodland habitats, then a commitment to implement mitigation measures is
needed. In general, we recommend that wetlands impacted by draining or filling be replaced on
an acre-for-acre basis by restoring or creating similar wetland types. Woodland impacts should
be mitigated by planting and maintaining 2 acres of trees and shrubs for each acre cleared.
Typically, saplings that are native to the area are planted and maintained for a 5 year period. The
2:1 ratio compensates for the time it will take before the saplings reach an adequate height to
compensate for the lost habitat values.

I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the cooperative effort between the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service to improve
surveillance systems along the U.S./Canadian border. Please contact Bill Bicknell of my staff, if
you need additional information. He can be reached at either William_Bicknell@fws.gov or
(701) 250-4414.

Sincerely,

Y.
//
- Allyn J. Sapa
Field Supervisor
North Dakota Field Office

. Y

Enclosures

cc: Director, ND Game and Fish Dept., Bismarck
(Attn: Mike McKenna)
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ENDANGERED SPECIES
Birds

Whooping crane (Grus Americana): Mi

during spring and fall. Prefers to 1¢

Young adult summered in North D
150 birds.

Mammals

Gray wolf (Canis lupus): Occasional vi

observed in the Turtle Mountains a

THREATENED SPECIES
Birds

Bald eagle (Hahaeetus leucocephalus):

7101

NGERED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES FOUND IN

DIVIDE, PEMBINA, RENVILLE, ROLETTE, AND
DUNTIES, NORTH DAKOTA

grates through west and central counties
yost on wetlands and stockdams with good visibility.
akota in 1989, 1990, and 1993. Total population 140-

sitor in North Dakota. Most frequently
rea.

Migrates spring and fall statewide but

primarily along the major river courses. It concentrates along the Missouri River during

winter and is known to nest in the 1

Piping plover (Charadrius melodus): N

Missouri and Yellowstone Rivers 2

North Dakota than any other state.

floodplain forest.

ests on midstream sandbars of the
ind along shorelines of saline wetlands. More nest in
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ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

Findings and purpose of the Endangered

Species Act: When Congress authorized the
Species Act, they declared that species of “fish, wildlife, and
plants are of aesthetic, ecological, educational, istorical,
recreational, and scientific value to the Nation and its people.”
The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby
endangered species and their ecosystems may be conserved.
The intent of the Endangered Species Act is not t just list
species as endangered or threatened, but rather, to recover the
populations of these species to a point where they can be
removed from the list.

History of the Endangered Species
Laws passed in the late 60's gave limited attention to end angered
species; it wasn't until the Endangered Species Act was passed
in 1973 that significant protection was granted rare
This landmark law, considered by some the most significant
environmental law ever passed, has been amended and
reautherized by Congress on numerous occasions, most recently
in 1988. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service administers the law
for all inland species and certain marine species. The National
Marine Fisheries Service administers the law for marine species.

Present status: The Endangered Speciés Act|was due

for reauthorization in 1992. Congress is still debating
reauthorization of the Endangered Species Act.

What are endangered species?:| The

Endangered Species Actstates that the Secretary of Interior shall
determine species as endangered or threatened b
manmade factors affecting their continued existence.
‘Endangered: Species listed as endangered are in
extinction throughout al! or a significant portion of thei
Threatened: Species listed as threatened are likely to
endangered within the foreseeable future.

Candidates: The Fish and Wildlife Service maintains a list of
candidate species which may warrant listing as endangered or
threatened; however, the data are inconclusive.
species are not protected under the Endangered Speci

ger of
range.

How many endangered species| are

there?: Asof April 30, 2000, 1.230 species were listed as

cither endangered or threatened in the United States. As pfMay
53,2000, 1,789 species were listed worldwide.

Are species still becoming extinct?: vest

Scientists estimate that three more species become extinct every
day, and that number is expected to continue fo| rise
dramatically in this century.

Why save endangered species?:
There are many reasons to save endangered species.

Genetic diversity: All organisms store valuable genetic makeup
that once lost, is gone forever. For example, scientists recently
found an extremely rare form of com in South America. This
wild cousin of our domestic com is noteworthy because it is a

perennial (a single plant lives for many years). If this wild corn
can be hybridized with domestic corn it may relieve farmers
from having to replant com every spring.

Direct uses: Many forms of plants and animals are used directly
by bumans. Medicines derived from plants have a commercial
value of about $40 billion a year. Scientists continue finding
new plants for medicinal purposes. For example, researchers
have recently found that the Pacific yew, a scrubby "non-
economically important” tree, found in the rapidly disappearing
old growth forests of the northwestern United States, may
provide a treatment for cancer.

Environmental monitors: Many species of wildlife and plants
are more susceptible to changes in the environment than humans
are and therefore, will show detrimental effects before humans
do. For example, in the 1960's there was a dramatic decrease in
the number of bald eagles. Scientists eventually discovered that
the shells of cagle eggs were thinning because of an
accurnulation in eagles of byproducts from the pesticide DDT.
Eagles accumulated the byproducts from the fish they ate that
had accumulated the pesticide from the food they ate. Many of
these same species of fish were also eaten by humans.

Ecological reasons: All species are interdependent on other
species in what is known as the ecological web. For example,
many plants have evolved to be pollinated by a specific
butterfly. If that species of butterfly became extinct, the plant
would eventually also become extinct. Subsequently, other
species that depend on the plant may also become extinct.

Recreation: The numbers of people who enjoy nature continues
to grow every year. Dollars spent in the pursuit of outdoor
recreation are in the millians, and increasing.

Ethical reasons: By causing the extinction of a species today,
we are depriving future generations of the experiences and
values that the species may have provided.

How does'the Act affect me: The Endangered
Species Act has little effect on individuals and property owners.
Individuals arc affected if they "harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
sheot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect" endangered or
threatened species, unless exempted by a permit.

Can I participate?: vest Tne Endangered Species

Act allows and encourages the public to comment and
participate on activities concerning endangered species.

Comments: For more information on endangered species
in North Dakota, or to assist in protecting endangered species,
contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at 701-250-4481,
3425 Miriam Ave., Bismarck ND 58501. The Service web site
at www.fws.gov/ also contains information on endangered
species.

© 2000
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Bismarck, North Dakota




FEDERAL ENDANGERED, THREATENED, AND CANDIDATE
SPECIES FOUND IN NORTH DAKOTA

ENDANGERED

Birds
Interior least tem (Sterna antillarum)
Whooping crane (Grus americana)

Fish
Pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus)

Mammals

Black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes)
Gray wolf (Canis lupus)

THREATENED

Birds

Bald eagle|(Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
Piping plover (Charadrius melodus)

Plants
Western prairie fringed orchid (Platanthera praeclara)

CANDIDATE

Mammals
Black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus)

May 2001
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. INTERIOR LEAST TERN

- Stema antillarum

Official Status: Endangered (North Dakots)
Endangered species are .animals and plants in

extinction throughout all or a significant portion of th
Itis unlawﬁ;l to kill, harm, or harass endangered species.

ger of

Listed:! 1’50 Federal chlstcr 21792; May 28, 1985
(interior populatmn of the Icast tem)

_Hlstoncal Status. Historically, tho. least

fomdonthcAdannc,GulrofMexlco.andcnhiom »qasts and
on the Misiss:ppl, Missouri, and Rio Grande River . It
was found ithroughout the. Missouri River system in North
Dakota.

P resent Statu§ The interior population ofthe lessttemn
presently bieeds in the stsxssxppt, Missouri, and Rio Grande

nversystqr. 'Ihebudsusuuilystaymclosepro i to the
rivers. data indicates over 8,000 least in the
interior jori. Birds from the interior populstion winter

along the Giif of Mexico and on Caribbean Islands.
Dakista, thé least tera is found mainly on the Mi
from Garrison Dam south to Lake Oahe and on the

‘Yeﬂowstoge Rivers upstrcam of Lake Sakakawes.

Appmxnmjely lOOpansbreedmNoﬁhDakom.

Habxtat In North Dakota, the least tem uﬁlizcs sparsely

vegetated gndba!s on the Missouri and Yellowsto
Budsn&,uueyanng,mdrelaxonbmnver

Llfe History The bmdmg season for the

popnhuongt‘ the least tern lasts from May through Au 2
pesk of thegnesung season ocours- -from nud-June to mi

sandytrus% Least terns nest in colonies where the
as closc as:a few fect apart. A typlcal clutch contai

in length.
fish. The bndy of last tems is predommatcly gray a
with black ing on.the head. Least terns have a farked-tail
and n;tmwmed wings. Least terns less than a year old have

i

t range. -

" References:

less distinctive black streaking on the head and less of a forked
tail.

Reasons for Decline: The interior populationof the
least tern has declined duc to_Jogs of habitat from dam
construction and river channelization on major rivers
throughout the Mississippi, Missouri, and Rio Grande River
systems. Because of dams, river flows are ofien managed ina
nonhistoric fashion, not conducive to the creation and
maintenance of sandbars with- sparse végetation. - Human
disturbanice is also a problem. Cold water temperatures due to

teservoirs may affect the quantity of forage fish available.

Recommendations: Avoid sandbars that have least 7

tems prcsent. Adult birds with eggs or young nearby will squeal
loudly while circling overhead, and may swoop down at the
intrader. Lcave the area immediately.

Comments' onioglsts are uncertain about whether least

tern populatlons from' the Atlantic coast, California coast, and
interior North America are separate subspecies or simply
separate populations. For purposes of the Endangered Species
Act, the US. Fish and Wildlife Service has assigned the .
endangered status to the interior population of the ledst tern.
The California population of the least tern has been listed as
endangeredsmoe 1970.  The Atlantic population is not tisted.
Least tems in North Dakota will often b@found sharing sandbars
with the piping plover, 2 threatened species.

Interigr Papuldtipr’z of the Least Tern
Recovery Plan by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1 990.

© 2000
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Bismarck, North Dakota




Grus americana

Offcial Status: Endangered ’
&ldangered specics are nmmals and plants 1 dmger of

whooplggmneextcndedfmmﬂhnms,mrﬂlwst th ughNotth :

Dakoh,{znduptolhebbtﬂlwest'l‘qﬁloriﬁ. The last nesting
N

: thatmebndswu'ebreedmgm ,' Buffalo
Nati ParkmtheNoﬂhwth«mon&s 7

Guysmeumwwndhfeaemgemmahonmmacm

Apache National Wildlife Refuge in New Mexico pes
in F998; Rowever, only two birds remain in this population. The

‘ood Buffalo population migrates thm_'gh North .
mgthe!mfallmgmnon, 15 sightings occurred

in Nenhpahou from late August to mid-October.
migratiog occurs from late April to mid-June. Birds
up in f:ljh of North Dakots, although most sightings occur

in the two-thirds of the State.

are clnmzed by cattails, bulrushes, and sedges
also be fgund in upland areas, especially during migrati

‘Life History Whooping cranes do not appear to reach

sexual miturity until their 2nd or 3rd year. Courtship occurs at
_ Wood Buyffalo National Park in late April and May.| Courtship
mmals arieccenmc with the pqtrperfonnmg !oud vogalizations,

;
%

wing flapping,’ hudbowmg,mdleaps into the air. Wboopmg
cranes mate for life. Two cggs are laid in 2 nest made of bulrush
and other vegetation. lncnhauomsubout29days Both parents
incubate the cggs and feed the young. Usually only the farger
chick survives due to its miore aggressive behavior. Young
cranes are capableof flight in about 90 days. Whooping cranes
may live 20 years. Whoopmgmnnfeedonmbs crayfish,
frogs, and other small aquatic life, asweilasplan&

Aid to Identification: The whooping crane is ihe :

taflest bird in North America. It is a white bird with black
wingtips and red markings on the head. Young birds have a
brown.mottled appearance until their second summer.
Whooping cranes are 5 feet tall and have wingspans of 7 feet.
Whooping crines ﬁy with a slow downward flap and a rapid
upstroke, Whoopmg ctines may migrate with the smaller, gray,
sandhill crane. The trumpet-like call carries for miles.

Reasons for Decline: Loss of habitat and shooting
are ﬂl‘c.,m'aixi reasons for the whooping crane's decline.

RecommendatlonS' Many of the wild whooping

cranes are marked with colored leg bands. Makc observations
ofﬂ:mc birds md report them to & wildlife agency.

CommentS' The status of whooping cranes in the wild is
ptecanous becauscthe birds concentrate during the winter. Oil
spills in the Gulf of Mexico are a potential threat. Eggs from
wild birds (1 pernst)havebecnmxovedmdhatchedm

captivity. The captive birds are now reproducing.

References: Wrooping Crane Recovery Plan by U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, 1994.

. ©2000
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Sgrvice
Bismarck, North Dakotz -
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Sunflower; andgm the first 60 miles of the Atchafalaya River.

1
i
4
e

Ofﬁclal Sﬁatus* Endangered

Endangered spé‘,lcs are animais and- plams in danger of extinction

throughom allara significant portion of their range. It is unlawful .

to kxll ham\, orhamss endangered species.

Listed: ss-irederal Register 36641; September 6, 1990

Histori lcaLStatus' Hlstoncally, pallid smrgeon wEre

found in the Miisoun River from Fort Benton, ‘Montana, to| St.
Louis, stsourt in the Mnss:ssxpp: River fiom above St. Louis to
the Guif; and i\ the lower reaches of other largc tributaries, such as
the Yel!owston@ Platte, Kansas, Ohio, Arkansas, Red, and

ke
Present StatllS’ Palkid sturgeon populations are fragmented
Missouri RJver Pallid sturgeon are scarce fn the

iver above Ft. Peck Reservoir; i in the Missouri and
ne Rivers between Ft. Peck Dam and Lake
Missouri River downstream of Gavins Ppint,
Dam; and in thi MlSSlSSlppl and Atchafa!aya vaers

’ Habltat. garge rivers with high turbidity and a natura ﬂow.

Preferred habitlt has a divessity of depths and velocities formed by
braided chmnés sandbars, xslands, sand flats and gravel bars

Life Histgﬁy: Sexual maturity for males is estimated to be
. ‘4

7-9 years, wiﬂtp to 3 years between spawns. Females are not

expected to ich sexual maturity until 7-15 years, with up to 10-

year intervals spawning. Pallid sturgeons are long lived,

with individuals perhaps reaching 60 years of age or more.

Aid to I_d?ntiﬁ_cation: Pallid sturgeon have a unique
prehistoric appbarance. They have 2 flattened snout, long slender
tail and are ar:%cred with .ﬁve.lengtﬁwise rows of bony plates
instead of scalds. Their mouthis toothless and positioned tinder the
snout for suckéng small fishes and mvertebrates from the river
bottom. Palhdisturgeon can welgh up to 80 pounds and reach
lengths of 6 fe‘it, whereas the closely~related shovelnagse sturgeon
rarely weighs thore than 8 pounds. The back and sides of pallid

P T, e,

- f‘,m STURGEON

.Scaphzrhynchus albus

sturgeqns are grayishﬁwhite, versus the brownish tan color of the
shovelnose sturgeons.

Reasons for Decline: Habitat loss and modification from
construction of dams and channelization of rivers. Commercial -

. fishing and environmental contaminants may have also played a role
" in the pallid sturgeon’s decline. Hybridization with the more

common shovelnose sturgeon is a threat to the species and may be
due to habitat modifications. )

"Recommendations: Ail species of sturgeon caught in

Nonﬁ ljakota must be released immediately. Contact the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service with mfcrmatlon on any pallid sturgeon you
catch.

Comments: Population augmentation and propag.ation has

occurred to address poor recruitment of juveniles into the

_ population. Current populatioﬁs are composed of older fish that will

die in the near future. Stocking now will ensure a breeding

‘population for future recovery efforts; however, habitat rcstomidnr

will also be essential to recover this species.

References: Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Plan, Fish and

Wildlife Service, November 1993.

Present Distribution of the
Pallid Sturgeon
Scaphirhynchus 'dbusi ~

=~

© 2000
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‘Dakots, Cplorado, and Arizons. Thé number of wik
'nsmemdgununy Uwonﬁuneds:ghnngqﬁom_

e

BLACF

'-FOOTED FERRET

: Mustela mgnpes

exnncnon’zthmughom all or a'significant pomnn of their ranga
Itis nnhwﬁxl to kill, harm, orhm endangered species.

Listed‘: 35 Fedenal Register 8495; June z? 1970

Historical Status: Black-footed t'qtcs on
throughou;ththutths It hes been ulpulated hat if all

'49upnveim!smummdueedmtomewﬂdm_ yommg.'

Since 1991, fecrets have been reintroduced into Montana, South

the US. aidmem&nad:mcunenﬂyhousmgmdbmedmg
about 24oi:hsk-foo:ed ferrets.

Habitt: The black-footed ferret inbiabits short-grass
prairies, abways within close proximity to prairic dog
3

~ Life ﬂstory: Blackfooted ferrets can breed ‘when 1

yearold. Breeding takes place from March 1o May. (Gestation
ranges frod 41 1o 45 days. Typically, 3 to 4 young are born per
litter, Y(:ﬁ fetrets leave the family group around Sep tcmber.
Juvenile males suffer high mortality, a result of their

to new are!s Life expectancies for wild blackifooted ferrets are
probably léss than § years. Prairie dogs comprise 90 percent of
the diet ofblack-footed ferrets. A black-footed ferret f3
four will dofisume-an average 763 prairic dogs per year.
footed feriets utilize prame dog burrows for slie!tcr a
Bl

i

[rSTrm—— ms

families. Black-footed ferrets are primarily nocturnal. They are
active in the winter.

" Aid to Identification; Bisck-footed ferrets are 20°

to 24" long, including & 6" tail, and weigh up to 2% pounds.
They have a yellowish, brown body with a_distinctive black:
mask ‘across the face, black on the feet and the tip of the tail.
The related long-tailed weasel is about half the size of the ferret |
anddosnothavedxedmcuveblackmnkags. '

Reasons for Decline: The rapid dectine of biack-
footed ferrets has beenfinked to the eradication of prairie dogs.
Prairie dogs now occupy less than 1 percent of their historic
range. Threats to black-footed ferrets also include canine
distemper. Black-footed ferrets are susceptible to predation by
golden eagles, great-horned owls, and coyotes. They aze also .
susceptible to road kills and trappmg

Recommendatmns. It's recommended that
individuals contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service before
initiating activities that affect prairiec dog towns. Report any
suspected black-footed ferret sightings to a wildlife agency.

Comments: Prairic dogs are essential to black-footed
ferrets. Dog towns provide habitat for other rare species such as

mountsin plovers, burrowing owls, ferruginous hawks; prairie
falcons, swift-fox, and game species like antelope.

References: Black-footed Ferret Recovery Plan by USS.
‘Fish and Wildlife Service, 1988. Handbook of Methods for
Locating Black-footed Ferrets 1984, and Black-footed Ferret
Habitat: Some Management and Reintroduction Considerations
. 1985, both published by the Wyoming Game and Fish
Commission and the U.S. Bureau of Land Management. -

© 2000
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Bismarck, North Dakota™




. hmonm!@foundd:roughoutMAmmu,mﬂxme exception

: ﬂlmughoqtNorﬂlDtkou,Wherenwaskmwnas h

‘such as

o ) S 3
Officigl Status: Endangered in lower 48 states,
mcludmgNorth Dakota; thmtenedemnmta. Fndangered

species ale animalsor plants in danger of extinction throughout

all or a significant portion of their range. It is1

to kitl,
harm, or} 1arass endangered species. : .

Llste(f. 43 Federal Register 9612; March 9, 1978
(48 oontqmmous states, except Mmmsom)

Hlstoncal Statns The gray wolfhad the greatest
dmm’buumofzuymamnmlothermmmm. ’l‘hegn wolf was

. In the,
od by the
y present
Plains

of parts of the southwest and-southeast United States
southeast:United States, ‘the gray wolf was repls
smalier réd wolf. The. gray wolf was histori

wolf,me?uffalowolf.orﬂ:elobowolf

Preselit Status: The gray wolf is extirpated from the
lower 48 sfates, with the exception of Minricsoba (2,200 wolves);
W'uoom(lSOwolvs),Mmhgm(MOmlm). ared Montans
Idaho,m‘Wlshmgm(MMleu) Hawever. 1ere haveé
occurrences of gray wolves. in North Dakota
dnnngth( 1990's. The presence of wolves'in mos ofNotth
Dakouwﬂllikelyremmspoud:ctndeonnstof gccasional
dlspasmjtmmals ﬁommnneuouandumiwba. .

Hablut‘ Hlstoncally, the gray wolf occnpted ost all

habitats #h North America, including the Great Plains. In
modern tignes, the gray wolf has been restricted to b mswﬂh
Tow ' es of roads and people. Likely habitat for the gray
wolmeMDakoutsmefomtedmmnoﬂh central. and
northeast | ormDakota,however,meynnyappw whe:

Life H tOrY: Gray wolves generally do not breed until
they are 3 yrears of age. Gxaywolvsbreedmhtcmn . After
a gstauo period of 63 days, an average litier of six pups is
born.in aiden in the ground, rockpile, hollow log, or other
shelter. thn the pups reach 8 wesks of age, the 2 ults may
move theth 1o another den. By October, the pups will weigh
about 60 pbunds and travel with the adults. Young gray wolves
usually stty with the adults for 2 years, forming a pa At2
years of age, gray wolves may disperse hundréds of mjles from
their ong.%a: home. Gray wolves usually hunt large animals

i

i

se and decr, zlthiough beaver and other smaller

'GRAY WOLF

animals supplement their diet. Gray wolves are often more
successful taking old, weak, or injured prey. Gray wolves are
territorial and will keep other gray wolves and coyotes out of
their 50-100 mile* home range. Howling is a way for pack
members to conimunicate.

Aid to Identification: Gray wolves can range in
color from white to black, although ‘gray is the predominant
color. Mature gray wolves gencrally weigh from 70-115 pounds
and stand about 30" high at the shoulder. Coyotes are
considerably smaller than gray wolves, usually weighing less
than 35 pounds. A good field guide is that gray wolves will be
farger than a typical German shepherd, while coyotes will be
smaller. The track of a gray wolf will be about 5* long,
compared to 3" for a coyote track. Some dogs, such as Great
Danes, can have tracks as large as a gray wolf,

Reasons for Decline: Gray wolves have. been
exterminatéd by man throughout most of their original range.
Shooting, trapping, and poisoning were often subsidized by the
governmient. [llegal shooting continucs to be a problem.

Recommendations__: Reports or signs of gray wolves
should be reported to the U.S. F ish and Wildlife Service.

Comments: Therc are no known gray wolf attacks on
bhumans i in modem times in North America. Gray wolves do
take’ hvsmck, although the occurrences are rane ‘In gray wolf
range in Minnesota, gray wolvts take only 1 of every 2000
catde. Most gray wolves avoid livestock. Some states have
programs that reimburse livestock owners for wolf damage.

. References: wolft 4 Modern Look by Wolves in
" American Culture Committee, 1986.

et
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Haliaeetus leucocephalus

LD EAGLE

Official Status: Threatened (North Dakota)

Threatened species are animals and plants likely tg become
endangered in the foreseeable future throughout |all or a
significant portion of their range.

Listed: Listed as endangered in 43 Federal Register 6233;
February 14, 1978 (North Dakota and 42 other states.)
Downlisted from endangeredto threatened in 1995, and on July
6, 1999, proposed to delist.

Historical Status: Bald eagles are thought to have

historically nested in ali of the lower 48 states. In North Dakota,
bald eagles were apparently common along the Missourijand Red
Rivers, and at Devils Lake and the Turtle Mountajns. It's
estimated that in the lower 48states there were 50,000 breeding
pairs of bald eagles in pre-colonial times. Due t9 human
activities, the populationin the lower 48 states reached a low of
400 breeding pairs in the early 1960's.

Present Status: Bald eagles are sbundant in

lower 48 states. In 1988, the first bald cagle nest in No
since 1975 was documented along the Missouri River.

systems, Florida and the Pacific coast. In recent yi
average of 45 eagles have wintered below the Garriso

Habitat: Bald cagles prefer forested habitats near bodies of

water. Eagles concentrate near open water in the wintertime.
The tailrace of the Garrison Dam provides this habitat. Migrating
eagles are found throughout North Dakota.

Life History: Sexual maturity for eagles is reached at 4

to 6 years of age. Adults mate for life and tend to use the same
nest year after year. The majority of nest sites are within one-
half mile of water. Nests are usually at the top of tall trees,
although cliffs are occasionally used. Nests can| become
enormous, weighingmore than a ton. Usually two eggs are laid
in a clutch. The eggs hatch after 35 days of incubation. Both
parentsassistin feeding the young. Young leave the nest after 75

days. Bald eagles feed o1 fish, waterfow! and other birds, small
mammals, and carrion.

Aid to Identification: The white head and tail of

mature bald cagles is an identifying characteristic. Immature
birds are more difficult to identify. They are predominately
brown with an increasing amount of white mottling as the bird

matures. The wingspan of7 feet tends to distinguish the young
birds from all other birds, except the golden eagle.

Reasons for Decline: Bald eagle populations declined

in the early 20th century due to loss of habitat, shooting, and
trapping. During the 1950's and 1960, the use of pesticides,
especially DDT, became a major problem. DDT residues
accumulatedin fish, a major food sourceof eagles. The residues
then accumulated in the eagles that ate the fish and subsequently
caused a thinning of the eggshells. DDT is now banned in the
United States. Shooting, trapping, poisoning, and human
disturbance continue to be a problem. Bald eagles can be
electrocuted when perching on powerlines.

Recommendactions: Although individual bald eagle

pairs can show considerable tolerance to human activity,
disturbance of nesting pairs should be minimized. Wounded or
sick eagles should be reported immediately to a wildlife agency.
Many rehabilitationcenters exist throughoutthe country that can
care for eagles.

Comments: In addition to being protected by the

Endangered Species Act of 1973, the bald eagle is also protected
by the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940. The bald eagle is the
national symbol of the United States. The recovery goal for the
bald eagle in North Dakota is to have 10 active nests by the year
2000. In 1999, the Fish and Wildlife Service proposed to delist

;. the bald cagle.

References: NorthernStates Bald Eagle RecoveryPlanby

PlesentDlsthwonofme

Bald Eagle .

* Haliaeefus leucocephalus ™ <

LA o
et
R

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1983.

© 2000 '
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Bismarck, North Dakota




PIPING PLOVER

Charadrius melodus

Aid to Identification: The piping plover is a small,

stocky shorebird that is distinctly pale, matching the beaches it
inhabits. Prominent markings jnclude a black band across the
upper forehead and another across the upper breast. The similar

killdeer has two black breastbands and is larger and darker. The

black bands are faint in juvenile piping plovers, and in all piping
plovers during winter. Piping plovers have a distinct melodic,
flute-like call.

Reasons for Decline: Habitat destruction and poor
breeding success are major reasons for the populationdecline. In
North Dakota, plovers that use prairie alkali lakes suffer
significant losses of eggs and chicks to predators that have

. . . increased in abundance in recent decades. Construction of
Official Status: Thestened in US. Northem Grefat . reservoirs on the Missouri River has resulted in a loss of sandbar
Plains, including North Dakota and Montana. Endangered in habitat. Plovers using the remaining sandbars on the river are
Great Plains of Canada. Species are considered threatened when susceptible to predation, direct disturbance by people, and water
they are likely to become endangered within the foreseeable fluctuations as the result of dam operations.

future throughout all or a significant portion of their range.

Recommendations: Avoid areas of alkali lakes and

Listed: 50 Federal Register 50733; December 11, 1985 Missouri River sandbars where piping plovers are present. Leave

(entire range, except Great Lakes region, where it is listed as the area immediately if piping plovers are observed. Advise
endangered.) others to do likewise. Restrain pets when near piping plovers.

Wherever possible near alkali lakes, reduce trees, rockpiles, and
Historical Status: n the Great Plains, it appears the abandoned vehicles and buildings that often harbor predators such

piping plover formerly was more widely-distributed than it is as crows, raccoons, and skunks.

today. Historically, breeding piping plovers occurred in at least

28 North Dakota counties. Plovers were observed in 20 counties Comments: Piping plovers often share sandbars with least
during the 1990s. - terns, an endangered species.

Present Status: North Dakota is ‘the most|important References: Drafi revised recovery plan for piping plovers
State in the U.S. Great Plains for nesting piping plovers. The | preeding on the Great Lakes & Northern Great Plains of the U.S.
State’s population of piping plovers was 496 breeding pairs in by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1994.

1991 and 399 breeding pairs in 1996. More than three-fourths
of piping plovers in North Dakota nest on prairie a'lE;ii lakes,
while the remainder use the Missouri River. The North Dakota o
population spends fall to early spring primarily in the Gulf of Present Distribution of the
Mexico, especially the Texas coast.

Habitat: I the Great Plains, piping plovers inhabit barren

sand and gravel shores of rivers and lakes. Plovers ayoid dense
vegetation. Nearly all natural lakes used by plovers in North
Dakota are alkaline in nature and have salt-encrusted, white
beaches. Such alkali lakes probably are sclected due to their
sparse vegetation. Beaches used by piping plovers generally are
10-40yards wide. Piping plovers also use barren river sandbars.
In North Dakota, this habitat type is found on the Missouri and
Yellowstone Rivers.

Life History: The breeding season in North Dakota
extends from late April until carly August. Pairs remain mated
for nearly all of the breeding season. Pairs are territorial, which I Wintering Range North America
means they defend their nest area from other piping plovers. A {_] Breeding Range

4-egg clutch is laid in a shallow depression in [the open,
sand/gravel substrate. Both sexes share in incubation, which
lasts about 28 days. Plover chicks are able to walk and feed
within hours of hatching. Chicks can fly in about 21 days. © 2000

Piping plovers feed on open beaches on insects and U.S. Fish & Wildiife Sérvice
crustaceans. Bismarck, North Dakota
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WESTERN PRAIRIE FRINGED ORCHID

Official Status: Threatened

Threatened species are animals and plants likely| to become
endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all
or a significant portion of their range.

Listed: 54 Federal Register 39863; September 28, 1989

Historical Status: The western prairie fringed orchid
was historically found throughout the tallgrass regi of North
America. This included the Dakotas, Nebras] Kansas,
Oklahoma, Missouri, Jowa, Minnesota and Manitoba. The
Mississippi River was the eastern limit of its range.

Present Status: Tnhe western prairie fringed orchid has
experienced at least a 60 percent decline from hi

the Sheyenne National Grasslands in the southeas
State. This population numbers over 7,000 individ

Habitat: The wester prairie fringed orchid occurs in moist
tallgrass prairies and sedge meadows. In North Dakota, it is
commonly found with sedges, reedgrass, and rushes or where
those plants meet big bluestem, little bluestem, and switchgrass.

The western prairie fringed orchid is well adapted to survive
fires. Light grazing does not appear to negatively affect the
western prairie fringed orchid, although researchers are still
studying the relationship.

Life History: Vegetative shoots of the western prairie

fringed orchid emerge in late May. Flowers do not emerge until
mid-June to late fuly. The entire plant can display | flowers for

Platanthera praeclara

about 21 days, with individual flowers lasting up to 10 days.

Flowers must be pollinated for seed production. Pollination of
the western prairie fringed orchid appears to be accomplished
only by hawkmoths. The microscopic seeds are dispersed by
wind and flooding in early fall. The western prairie fringed
orchid is a perennial; however, différences exist between North

Dakota and Minnesota populations in how long an individual

plantlives. In North Dakota, most plants live 3 years or less and
show higher rates of mortality than Minnesota plants.

Aid to Identification: Tne westem prairie fringed
orchid is distinguished by large, white flowers that come from
a single stem. Up to 20 flowers may occur on a single plant.
The flower is fringed on the margins, giving it a feathery
appearance. The western prairie fringed orchid grows up to 3
feet high. The 2 to 5 leaves are narrow and hug the stem.

Reasons for Decline: The main reason for the

decline is that historic prairie habitat has been converted to
cropland. Herbicides and the introduced plant, leafy spurge,
may also have a negative affect on the western prairie fringed
orchid. Heavy grazing and early haying can be detrimental.

Recommendations: Notify the U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service of any suspected western prairie fringed
orchids. Thisincludes populations that were visible in the past,
but have not recently been observed.

Comments: The eastern prairie fringed orchid is similar

to the western prairie fringed orchid; however, it inhabits
primarily areas east of the Mississippi River. The eastern prairie
fringed orchid is also listed as a threatened plant.

References: Western prairie fringed orchid

(Plantanthera praeclara) Recovery Plan. U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Ft. Snelling, Minnesota. September 1996. vi+
101 pp.

P(mént Distribution of the
. Westem Prairie Fringed Orchid
’ Platarthera pracciara ¢

© 2000 P
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Bismarck, North Dakota
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BLACK-TAILED PRAIRIE DOG

Official Status: Candidate No legal requirement exists
to protect candidate species; however, it is within the spirit of
the Endangered Species Act to consider these species gs having
significant value and worth protecting. Candidate

the present time. In 2000, the Fish and Wildlife Service
determined the black-tailed prainie dog wamani
however, other spegies are also awaiting listing
greater need of protection, precluding listing of the s

tailed prairie dog included portions of 11 states,
Mexico. The species occurred in the southwes
North Dakota, west of the Missouri River.

North Dakota, Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico,
Kansas, and Nebraska. They have disappeared i
They are also found in Canada and Mexico. The occ

scattered throughout southwestern North Dakota,
populations on or near the Little Missouri National

State has declined from about 2 million acres his
about 32,000 acres today.

Habitat: The black-tailed prairie dog is found in short-
grass and mixed-grass prairies.

S |
Life HlStOl’Y: Prairie dogs are social animals that live in

colonies or towns covering one to thousands of acres of prairie
habitat. A family, also called a coterie, consists of one aduit
male, one to four breeding females, and their offspring younger

Cynomys ludovicianus

than 2 years of age. Prairiedogs are active year-round, but wili
remain underground for several days during extremely harsh
weather. Female black-tailed prairic dogs do not breed until
their second year and usually live 3-5 years. Prairic dogs
produce a single litter, usually of 4-5 pups annually. In the
absence of plague and control, prairie dogs can expand colonies
rapidly, especially where drotight™ and overgrazing occur.
Prairie dogs may disperse from the home colony. They may
move about 2% miles, usually into an already established
colony, rather than attempting to start a new colony.

Aid to Identification: Black-tailed prairie dogs are
stout, burrowing animals, approximately 14-17 inches long and
weighing about 1-3 pounds. They are generally yellowish tan
in color, but with a slightly lighter color on the belly. Their eyes
are somewhat large for their body size; they have short ears and
a short tail that is tipped in black.

Reasons for Decline: Conversion of prairie to
farmland, large-scale poisoning, and the disease sylvatic plague.

Recommendations: The US. Fish and Wildlife

Service recommends that individuals contact us before initiating
activities that affect prairie dog towns.

Comments: Prairie dogs are an integral part of the prairie

ecosystem and their presence increases both animal and plant
diversity. The black-tailed prairie dog provides important
habitat and/or prey for many species, including the endangered
black-footed ferret, mountain plover, burrowing owl, swift fox,
badger, and ferruginous hawk.

References: Twelve-month Administrative Finding for

the Black-tailed Prairie Dog, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
February 2000. Prairie DogProblems: An Update on Efforts in
North Dakota, North Dakota Outdoors, November 1999.

Present Distribution of the

Black-tailéd Prairie Dog ﬂg

© 2000
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Bismarck, North Dakota
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ATTENTION OF

Planning, Environmental and Regulat

SUBJECT: Proposed Programmatic B
Operation of Remote Video Surveillar

North Dakota Natural Heritage Progra
North Dakota Parks & Recreation Dep
ATTN: Ms. Kathy Duttenhefner, Coor
1835 Bismarck Expressway
Bismarck, ND 58504

Dear Ms. Duttenhefner:

RTMENT OF THE ARMY

H DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. 0. BOX 17300
WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

October 18, 2001

ory Division

nvironmental Assessment (PEA) for the Installation and

nce (RVS) Systems

1§41
rartment
-dinator

The U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, is acting for the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS} in preparing a Programmatic Environmental Asscssment (PEA)
for the installation and opcration of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) systems for the Central
region of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), U.S. Border Patrol (USBP). This
PEA will be prepared to address the agquisition, installation, and operation of RVS systems
along the U.S./Mexican and U.8./Canadian borders. The objective is to develop a checklist of

items that, if satisficd, would allow RY
(CATEX) contained in INS’ implemer
Act (NEPA) and the INS NEPA Decsk

We are currently in the process o
regarding state listed species potentiall
Pembina, Cavalier, Towner, Rolette, B
USACE respectfully requests that yous
countics along with a description of th

communities, threatened and endanger
affected by the proposcd INS activities
species, potential or known presence, ¢

and status of these species would also
to these species, we would like to pres
information, or information sources, y

protected species would also be apprec
prepared by the USI'WS for these speg

/S systems to be installed using categorical exclusions
tation rcgulations for the National Environmental Policy
Guide.

f gathering the most current information available

y occurring within those counties along the border:
ottineau, Renville, Burke, and Divide Counties. The

- agency provide a list of the protected species of these
e sensitive resources (e.g., rare or unique plant

ed and candidate species, elc.) that you belicve may be

. Any information you may have rcgarding proposed
critical habitat, general habitat descriptions, distribution,
be greatly appreciated. To better assess polential impacts
ent as much data in a GIS format as possible. Any GIS
bu could provide regarding current distribution of

tated. Additionally, any past Biological Opinions

ics would be very helpful.
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North Dakota Parks & Recreation Department
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porks and
recrcation

John Hoeven, Governor

Douglass A. Prchal, Director

Fiald Manager
Brad Pozamsky
#2 Lake Metigoshe Slate Park
Bottneau. N0 58318
Ph {701)2634054

Cross Ranch
1402 River Road
Centegr, NI 58530
21 {7013 794.37 31
Lite Missaun-iKilideer

Devils Lake
152 5. Duncan Or.
Devils Lake, ND 58301
Ph. {701} 7664015
-Black Tiger Bay
-Grahams island
Shetvers Grove

Ft. Abraham Lincoln
4480 Fort Lincoln Road
Mandan, ND 58554
Ph {701)663.9571
-Sulty Creek-Medcia

Ft. Ransom
5381 Watt Hielle Pariway
Ft Ransom. NG 58033
Ph. (70119734331
Beaver Lake-Wishek
Ph (701)452-2752

Ft. Stevenson
1252A 415t Ave. NW
Gamson, ND 58540
Ph (701) 337-5576

Icetandic
1397 1 Hwy 5
Cavatier, ND 58220
Ph,{701) 2654561

Lake Metigoshe
#2 Lake Metigoshe Slate Park
Botwneau ND 58318
Ph {701) 2634651

Lake Sakakawea
Box 732
Rwverdale, ND 58565
Ph i701) 4873318

Lewis & Clark
4904 119N Ra. NW
Epping. ND 58843
Ph 1701 859.3071

Turlle River
3084 Park Ave
Anila NG SR
2500 h44-4444
Elmweoead e iftrai

1835 Bismarck Expressway, Bismarck, ND 58504

Necvember 283, 2001

William Fickel, Jr.

Phone: (701) 328-5357 Fax: (701} 328-5363 E-Mail: parkrec@state.nd.us Web: hitp:/iwww.ndparks.com

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

Department of the Army
Fort Worth District, Corps g
P.0. Box 17300

f Engineers

Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

Dear Mr. Fickel:

In response to your requesi for heritage information along the United States/Canada
border, the North Dakota Naturat Heritage Inventory has compiled several spreadshests

listing the rare species foun

A digital copy of our data is

d within each of the counties along the border.

available in the form a point shapefile (GIS format). The

NDNHI requires the recipient of this data to first sign an Agreement for the Release of

Data {enciosed). Once we
released.

For additional information p
5368.

Sincerely,

Kathy Ddﬂenge#ner, %{J\.)

MNatural Resource Progfam
Nature Preserve Program/N

R.USNDNHI"335

receive the signed agreement the digital information can be

lease contact Christine Dirk at cdirk@state.nd.us or 701-328-

nator/Biclogist

Hatural Heritage Inventory
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North Dakota Parks & Recreation Department

actth dakols

parks and
recrcation

John Hoeven, Govemnor

Douglass A. Prchal, Director

Field Manager
Brad Pazamsky
#2ake Metigoshe State Park
Bottineau, ND 58318
Ph. (701) 263-4054

Cross Ranch
1403 River Road
Center, ND 58530
Pn.{701}794-3731
«Little Missouri-Kilideer

Devils Lake
152 S. Duncan Dr.
Devils Lake, ND 58301
Ph.(701) 7664015
*Black Tiger Bay
Grahams tsland
«Shelvers Grove

Ft. Abraham Lingoin
4480 Fort Lincoin Roacl
Mandan, ND 58554
P (701)663-9571
«Sully Creek-Medara

Ft. Ransam
5881 Walt Hielle Parkway
Ft Ransom, ND 58033
Ph. (701)973-4331
‘Beaver Lake-Wishek
Ph. (701)452-2752

Ft. Stevenson
12524 415t Ave. NW
Garrison, ND 58540
Ph. {701)337-5576

lcelandic
13573 Hwy. 9
Cavalier, ND 58220
Ph. {701} 2654561

Lake Metigoshe
#2 Lake Metigashe State Park
Bottineau. ND 58318
Ph. {701} 263-4651

Lake Sakakawaa
Box 32
Riverdale, ND 28565
Ph (71)1) 4873315

Lewis & Clark
4804 +10th Rd. Nw
Epping, ND 58843
Ph. {701} 859-3071

Turtle River
3084 Park Ave.
Anvilla, ND 58214
P (701) 544-4445
“Eimwood-Grafton

1835 Bismarck Expressway, Bismarck, ND 58504

Phone: {701) 328-5357 Fax:(701)328-5363 E-Mail: parkrec@state.nd.us Web: http:/iwww.ndparks.com

January 10, 2002

William Fickel, Jr.

Planning, Environmental
Department of the Army
Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 17300
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

nd Regulatory Division

Dear Mr. Fickel:

In response to your request for digital heritage information the following data has been
copied to the enclosed CD-ROM:

= Three unprojected shapefiles and associated attribute tables containing rare
species and ecological community locations and information for occurrences
within Bottineau, Burke, Cavalier, Divide, Pembina, Renville, Rolette, and
Towner Counties.

l.shp

shp

.shp

ota Natural Heritage Inventory Methodology and the Guide to

North Dakota Biological and Conservation Data,

o Rareplants2002.xis

For additional information
5368.

Sincerely,

oy Ditlout

Kathy Duttenhefner, Coo
Natural Resource Program
Nature Preserve Program/Natural Heritage Inventory

ilnator!Biologist




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH OISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 17300
FORT wonm,} TEXAS 76102-03Q0
REPLY TO Octobc?r 18, 2001

ATTENTION OF

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Proposed Programmatic Enviromnéntal Assessment (PEA) for the Installation and
Operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RV S) Systems

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Green Bay Ecological Services Ficld|Office
ATTN: Ms. Janet Smith
1015 Challenger Court
Green Bay, Wl 54311-8331

Dear Ms, Smith:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, is acting for the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS) in preparing a Programmatic Environmenial Assessment (PEA)
for the installation and operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) systems for the Central
rcgion of the [mmigration and Naturalization Service (INS), U.S. Border Patrol {USBP). This
PEA will be prepared to address the acquisition, installation, and operation of RVS systems
along the U.S./Mexican and U.S /Canadian borders. The objective is to develop a checklist of
items that, if satisfied, would allow RVS systems to be installed using categorical exclusions
(CATEX) contained in INS’ implementation regulations for the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and the INS NEPA Desk Guide.

We are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available
regarding Federally listed species potentially occurring within those counties along the border:
[ron, Ashland, Bayficld, and Douglas Counties.  The USACE respectfully requests that your
agency provide a list of the protected species of these counties along with a description of the
sensitive resowrces (e.g., rare or unique plant communities, threatened and endangered and
candidate species, etc.) that you believe may be affected by the proposed INS activities. Any
information you may have regarding proposed species, potential or known presence, critical
habitat, general habitat descriptions, distribution, and status of these species would also be
greatly appreciated. To better assess potential impacts to these species, we would like to present
as much data in a GIS format as possible. Any GIS information, or information sources, you
could provide regarding current distribution of protected species would also be appreciated.
Additionally, any past Biological Opinions prepared by the USFWS for these species would be
very helpful. i

T 7



We intend to provide your agency with a copy ol the Draft PEA once it is completed.
Please inform us if additional copics are needed and/or if someone else within your agency other
than you should receive the Draft PEA.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any
questions, plcasc feel free to contact Mr. Charles McGregor at (817) 978-6382.

Sincerely,

KD &DJ&M%Q

William Fickel, Jr.

Planning, Environmental and
Regulatory

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Mike Schulze

Gulf South Research Corporation
P.O. Box 83564

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-3564

TWTTT
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United States Department of the Interior sl

o {0

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Green Bay ES Field Office
1015 Challenger Court
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54311-8331
Telephone 9204/465-7440

FAX 920/465-7410

December 3, 2001

Mr. William Fickel, Jr.
Planning, Environmental and Regulatory
Department of the Army
Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineer:
P.O. Box 17300

Fort Worth, Texas 76102-0300

7]

re:  Proposed Programmatic Environmental Assessment
for the Installation and Operation of Remote

Video Survetllance Systems

Iron, Ashland, Bayfield and Douglas Counties,
Wisconsin

Dear Mr. Fickel:

The ULS. Fish and Wildlife Service has received your Ictter dated October 18, 2001, requesting
comments on the subject project. Due|to staff lime constraints and priority work activities, we
are able to only review your project for potential impacts to federally-listed threatened and
endangered species or those proposed for listing. Be advised that other environmental concerns
may bc¢ associated with this project such as wetland and stream impacts, erosion control needs,
and effects on state-listed threatened or cndangered species. State or federal permits may be
needed, as well, if stream or wetland impacts will occur. If resource impacts are expected to
occur, we recommend that you forward this project 1o the appropriatc Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources office for their revigw.

Please provide us copies of any future review documents that may be associated with this project
or of future projects you may be planning that would require Service review. This will allow us

ta keep our files current. We will provide comments as time and work priorities allow.

Federally-Listed Threatened and Endangered Species and Critical Habitat

A review of information in our files indicates that the following federally-listed threatened or
endangered species or critical habitat occur in Iron, Ashland, Bayfield and Douglas Countics:




Classificalion

threatened

endangered

threatened

Classification

threatened

endangered

threatzned

endangered

Classification

threatened

cndangered

threatened

threatened

Common Namg

bald eagle

gray wolf

Canada lynx

Common Name

bald eagle

gray wolf

Canada [ynx

piping plover

Common Name

Iron County

Scientific Name

Habitat

Haliacctus
leucocephalus

Canis lupus

Lynx canadensis

Ashland County

Scicntific Name

Haliaectus
leucocephalus

Canis lupus

Lynx canadensis

Charadrius
melodus

Bayfield County

Scientific Name

bald eagle

gray wolf

Canada lynx

Fassett’s
lecoweed

Haliaeetus
leucocephalus

Canis lupus

Lynx canadensis

Oxvtropis
campestris
var. chartacea

breeding
northem forested
areas

potential habitat

Habitat

breeding

northern forested
areas

potential habitat
sandy beachcs; bare

alluvial and dredge
spoil islands

Habitat

breeding
northern forested
areas

potential habitat

open sandy
lakeshores




Classification

threatened

endangered

endangered

endangercd

endangered.

critical habital

We appreciate the opportunity to respo
directed to Mr. Ronald Spry by calling

Common Name

bald cagle

gray woll

Canada lynx

Kirtland’s
warbler

piping plover

piping plover

Douglas County

Scientific Name

Haliacetus
leucocephalus

Canis lupus

Lynx canadensis

Dendroica
kirtlandii

Charadrius
melodus

Charadirus
melodus

Sincerely,

Habitat

breeding

northern forested
areas

potcntial habitat

potential breeding in
jack pinc

sandy beaches; bare
alluvial and dredge
spoil islands

sandy beaches that possess
all or most of the primary
constituent elemcnts

1d. Questions pertaining to these comments can be
920-465-7420.

Janet M. Smith

Field Supervisor
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> ATTENTION QF:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. 0. BOX 17300

FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

October 18, 2001

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Proposed Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the Installation and
Operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) Systems

Endangerced Resources Impact Review

Bureau of Endangered Resources
PO Box 7921
Madison, W1 53707-7921

Dear Gentlemen:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engingers, Fort Worth District, is acting for the U.S. Immigration

and Naturalization Service (INS) in p

reparing 4 Programmatic Envitonmental Asscssment (PEA)

for the installation and operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) systems for the Central
region of the [mmigration and Naturalization Service (INS), U.S. Border Patrol (USBP). This
PEA will be prepared to address the acquisition, installation, and operation of RVS sysiems

along the U.S./Mcxican and U.S./Canadian borders. The objective is to develop a checklist of

items that, if satisfied, would allow R
(CATEX) contained in INS’ impleme
Act (NEPA) and the INS NEPA Desk

We are currently in the process
regarding state listed species potentia
Ashland, Bayfield, and Douglas Cour
provide a list of the protected species

VS syslems to be installed using categorical exclusions
ntation regulations for the National Environmental Policy
¢ Guide.

of gathering the most current information available

lly occwting within those counties along the border: Iron,
ties. The USACE respectfully requests that your agency
of these counties along with a description of the sensitive

resources (e.g., rare or uniquc plant communities, thrcatened and endangered and candidate

species, cte.) that you believe may be

affected by the proposed INS activitics. Any information

you may have regarding proposed specics, potential or known presence, critical habitat, general

habitat descriptions, distribution, and
To better assess potential impacts to t
GIS format as passible. Any GIS inft

status of these species would also be greatly appreciated.
hese species, we would like to present as much data in a
prmation, or information sources, you could provide

regarding current distribution of protected species would also be appreciated. Additionally, any

past Biological Opinions prepared by

the USFWS for these spccies would be very helpful.




We intend to provide your agency with a copy of|the Draft PEA once it 1s completed.
Please inform us if additional copies are needed and/or if someone ¢lse within your agency other

than you should reccive the Draft PEA.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact Mr, Charles McGregor at {817) 978-6382.

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Mike Schulze

Gulf South Research Corporation
P.O. Box 83564

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-3564

Sincerely,

-l _

0O Qe L t.\&%

William Fickel, Jr.

Planning, Environmental and
Regulatory Division
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Planning, Environmental and Regula

SUBJECT: Proposed Programmatic

RTMENT OF THE ARMY

H DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

P. 0. BOX 17300
WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

October 18, 2001

tory Division

Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the Installation and

Operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) Systems

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Twin Cities Ecological Field Office
ATTN: Field Supervisor

4101 East 80™ Street

Bloomington, MN 55425-1665

Dear Gentlemen:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engin

cers, Fort Worth District, is acting for the U.S. Immigration

and Naturalization Service (INS) in preparing a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA)
for the installation and operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) systems for the Central
region of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), U.S. Border Patrol (USBP). This
PEA will be prepared to address the acquisition, installation, and operation of RVS systems
along the U.S./Mexican and U.S./Canadian borders. The objective is to develop a checklist of
itemns that, if satisfied, would allow RVS systems to be installed using categorical exclusions
(CATEX) contained in INS’ implementation regulations for the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) and the INS NEPA Des

We are currently in the process
regarding Federally listed species pot
Cook, Lake, St. Louis, Carlton, Kooc
The USACE respectfully requests tha
these counties along with a descriptio
communities, threatened and cndange
affccted by the proposed INS activitie
spectcs, potential or known presence,
and status of these species would also
to these species, we would like to pres
mformation, or information sources, y
protected species would also be appre
prepared by the USFWS for these spe

Guide.

f gathering the most current information available

ntially occurring within those counties along the border:
iching, Lakc of the Woods, Rascau, and Kittson Counties.
your agency provide a list of the protected species of

n of the sensitive resources (e.g., rare or unique plant
red and candidate species, etc.) that you believe may be

$. Any information you may have regarding proposed
critical habitat, general habitat descriptions, distribution,
be greatly appreciated. To better assess potential impacts

sent as much data in a GIS format as possible. Any GIS

ou could provide regarding current distribution of

claled. Additionally, any past Biological Opinions

ctes would be very helpful.
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We intend to provide your agency with a copy of
Pleasc inform us if additional copies are needed and/or

than you should receive the Draft PEA.

Your prompt attention to this request would be gi
qucstions, please fecl free to contact Mr. Charles McGr

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Mike Schulze

Gulf South Research Corporation
P.O. Box 83564

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-3564
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORT WORTH DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P. 0. |BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102.0300

REP: ¥ 10 October 18, 2001

ATTENTION OF:

Planning, Environmental and Regulatory Division

SUBJECT: Proposed Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the Installation and
Operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) Systems

Department of Natural Resources
Natural Heritage and Nongame Research Progr
Endangered Species Environmental Review C
500 Lafayette Road, Box 25

St. Paul, MN 55155

Decar Gentlemen:

The U.S. Army Corps of Engingers, Fort Worth District, is acting for the U.S. Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS) in preparing a Programmatic Environmental Asscssment (PEA)
for the installation and operation of Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) systems for the Central
region of the Immigration and Naturalization Service {INS), U.S. Border Patrol (USBP). This
PEA will be prepared to address the acquisition, installation, and operation of RVS systems
along the U.S./Mexican and U.S./Canadian borders. The objective is to develop a checklist of
iterns that, if satisfied, would allow RVS systems to be installed using categorical exclusions
(CATEX) contained in INS’ implementation regulations for the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and the INS NEPA Desk| Guide.

We are currently in the process of gathering the most current information available
regarding state listed species potentially occurring within those counties along the border: Cook,
Lake, St. Louis, Carlton, Koochiching, Lake of the Woods, Roseau, and Kittson Counties, The
USACE respectfully requests that your agency provide a list of the protected species of these
counties along with a description of the sensitive resources (e.g., rare or unique plant
communities, threatened and endangered and candidate species; etc.) that you believe may be
aflected by the proposed INS activities. Any information you may have regarding proposed
species, potential or known presence, critical habitat, general habitat descriptions, distribution,
and status of thesc species would also be greatly appreciated. To better assess potential impacts
to these species, we would like to present as much data in a GIS format as possible. Any GIS
information, or information sources, you could provide regarding current distribution of
protected specics would also be appreciated. Additionally, any past Biological Opinions
prepared by the USFWS for thesc spegies would be very helpful,




We intend to provide your agency with a copy of|the Draft PEA once it is completed.
Please inform us if additional copies are needed and/or if someone else within your agency other
than you should receive the Draft PEA.

Your prompt attention to this request would be greatly appreciated. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Charles McGregor at (817) 978-6382.

Sincerely,

§1ﬁ;lam Fickel, JW

Planning, Environmental and
Regulatory Division

Copy Furnished:

Mr. Mike Schulze

Gulf South Research Corporation
P.O. Box 83564

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-3564
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Natural Heritage & Nongame Research Program, Section of Ecological Services

SO0 Latayette Road
S Paul, Minnesoly 551554410 25

November 7, 2001

Planning, Environmental & Regulatory Division

Department of the Army

Fort Worth District, Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 17300
Fort Worth, TX 76102-0300

Dear Mr. Fickel:

Enclosed is the information you requested from the Minnesota Department of Natural

Resources Natural Heritage Database
counties: Cook, Lake, St. Louis, Carlt
An separate index list for each county
indexes. Since each of the 8 counties

regarding known rare features in the following border

on, Koochiching, Lake of the Woods, Roseau and Kittson.
is included, along with an explanation of the fields on the

s large, only a summary index for each county is provided.

More detailed information about any of the elements listed on the indexes is available.

Our field staff from the Minnesola
work in Kittson and Roseau Counties|
working in Cook, Lake, St. Louis Cou

County Biological Survey has completed field survey
has started survey work in Carlton and are currently
nties along the North Shore of Lake Superior. The

information we have in our database about Koochiching County is limited. If therc are specific
areas n the eight counties that you need more detailed information about, please contact me at

the phone number or e-mail address b
about any of the element occurrences.

Sincerely,

Sharron Nelson
Asst Database Manager

elow. I can provide locational information or fact sheets

Natural Heritage and Nongame Research Program

Phone: 651-296-8324

Fax: 651-296-1811

E-mail: Sharron Nelson@DNR state. MN.US
encl.

DNR Information: 651-296-6157 =

An Equai Opportunity Employer
Whe Values Diversity

-888-646-6367 * TTY: 651-296-5484 = 1-800-657-3929

F%  Printed on Recycled Paper Containing a
t’ Minimum of 10% Post-Consumer Wasle
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